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JOHN SHAW, 
AND DEALER. 


HEAD OFFICE :—WARDROBE CHAMBERS, DOCTORS’ 
COMMONS, LONDON, E.C. 


STOCK SHARE 





BRANCHES AT— 

165, Queen Victoria-strect, E.C. 

19 and 20, Railway-approach, London Bridge, 8.E. 
1, The Facade, Northumberland-avenue, 8.W. 
8, Haymarket, 5.W. 

174, Victoria-street, 8.W. 

62 and 63, New Bond-street, W. 

18, Westbourne-grove, W. 

65, Fenchurch-street, E.C. 

45, New Oxford-street, W. 

18la, Sloane-street, 8.W. 

69, Ship-street, Brighton. 

24 and 25, North-street, Brighton. 

6, Brown-street, Manchester. 

22, Westmoreland-street, Dublin. 





MANUAL OF TRUST INVESTMENTS. 
For the use of Trustees Joun Suaw has compiled his 
MANUAL OF TRUST INVESTMENTS, 
giving a full list of all Stocks in which Trustees can invest. 


Joun Suaw’s Manual of Trust Investments. 
Monthly Investment List. 

Highest and Lowest for past 5 yeare. 
ws Traffic Book. 


Any of the above will be sent free by post on application. 
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AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED OVER HALF CENTURY. 





LEGAL 


FLEET STREET, LONDON. 


10, 





FREE, 
SIMPLE, 


SECURE. 


TOTAL ASSETS, £2,588,000. INCOME, £285,000. 
The Yearly New Business exceeds ONE MILLION. 


TRUSTEES. 


The Right Hon. Lord HALSBURY, The Lord Chancellor. 
The Right Hon. Lord COLERIDGE, The Lord Chief Justice. 
The Hon. Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 

Sir JAMES PARKER DEANE, Q.C., D.C.L 

FREDERICK JOHN BLAKE, Esq. 

WILLIAM WILLIAMS, Esq. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


ALTHOUGH THE list of actions recently transferred for hearing, 
to Mr. Justice Wricut has been materially reduced by success- 
ful applications for postponement in many instances, as well as 
by the withdrawal or com ise of several other actions, there 
are enough left to provide occupation for that learned judge 
nearly up to Easter. Before that time it is contemplated that a 
further transfer will be made of actions to be h during the 
Easter Sittings. 





THERE APPEARS to be no reason why the same rule as to costs 
should not be followed in a partition action as in an administra- 
tion action. In the latter case the costs of incumbrancers on a 
share are not paid out of the estate, and the costs of who. 
have incumbered their shares are not allowed to be increased by 
reason of the incumbrance. In the ition action of Belcher 
v. Williams (89 W. R. 266, 45 Ch. D. 510), however, Mr. 
Justice Nort directed the costs of a m ee of a share to 
come out of the whole proceeds of sale of the property before 
division. The correctness of this decision has been questioned 
by more than one of the other judges of the Chancery Division, 
especially by Mr. Justice Kzxewicn in Riddell y. Evans on the 
20th of November, 1891 Nery song Having regard to the 
obvious injustice this mode of dealing with the costs may inflict 
on those whose shares are not incumbered, it may be reasonably. 
expected that when next the question arises a uniform mode of. 
dealing with it may be arrived at by all the judges of the Chan- 
cery Division. 





To WHat EXTENT, if any (asks a correspondent), is the Convey- 
ancing Act, 1892, retrospective so as to apply to leases e 
before the passing of the Act? And he proceeds: “The 
general rule is undoubted that an Act is not retrospective unless, 
it contains ee edgy it is to be (see Hardcastle, 
on Statutes, 2nd ed., at p. 870, and the numerous cases 
cited). The Con ing Act, 1892, consists of three 
sections 2, 4, and 5, whiok amend the 14th section uf the Oon-, 
veyancing Act, 1881, as to relief against forfeiture; the 6th 
section, which amends the 5th section of the Conveyancing An, 
1882, as to the tment of separate sets of trustees; and. 
the 3rd section, w. is an entirely independent enactment to, 
the effect that in all leases containing a covenant against aliena- 
tion without licence such covenant shall, unless the lease 
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subject to a proviso that no fine shall be payable for the licence. 
The amended sections of the Acts of 1881 and 1882 contain 
respectively an ge provision that they are to be retrospec- 
tive, and, inasmuch as the Ist section of the Act of 1892 pro- 
vides that the three Acts of 1881, 1882, and 1892 are to be read 
together, I have little doubt that the amending sections of the 
Act of 1892 are er also. But the independent 3rd 
section stands on a different ground, and I cannot but think 
that the section is prospective only, so as to apply only to leases 
executed after the passing of the Act—that is, after the 20th of 
June, 1892.” 





‘We print elsewhere a summary of the work of the Asso- 
ciated Provincial Law Societies during the last twenty years 
or so, and we think that no solicitor will peruse it without a 
sense of gratitude for the unremitting activity shewn by this 
body in protecting the interests of solicitors. It is probably to 
the concerted action which led to the formation of the associa- 
tion that we owe the fact that the Land Transfer Bill of 1875 
was not made compulsory ; it was the association who under- 
took the —— of the opposition to the compulsory Land 
Transfer Bill throughout the country districts when it was last 
introduced in 1890; and it was mainly owing to the representa- 
tions of the association (though this is not mentioned in the 
modest ‘‘statement’’) that the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society were prevented from falling into the pit ingeniously 
prepared for * with reference to the Public Trustee. There 
never was a time when such an organization was more necessary 

at present, when all political parties are more or less 
imbued with a mania for change and destruction ; when the offi- 
cials of departments are ever on the watch to magnify their 
offices by annexing portions of the business of solicitors, and 
when even the highest legal officers, however strong may be 
their own views of the necessity for inquiry and consideration 
before proposing to confiscate rights secured by the Legislature 
to solicitors, are likely to be driven into the attempt by official 
clamour. The only way of ayer | the threatened attack is by 
the hearty and united action of both London and provincial 
solicitors, and we are especially glad to observe the paragraph 
in the statement which says that ‘‘the supplemental charter of 
the Incorporated Law Society, under which presidents of 
country law societies became eligible as extraordinary members 
of council, the merger of the Metropolitan and Provincial 
Association into the Incorporated Law Society, and the estab- 
lishment of the Associated Provincial Law Societies, were all 
parts of one and the same scheme, the design of which was to 
enable solicitors in London and the country to work together for 
common ends.” The two bodies are, as regards the individuals 
who form what we may term their motive machinery, drawn 
from sections of solicitors having in some respects different 
interests, but they are each alike animated by the sincerest 
desire to advance and protect the interests of solicitors as a class ; 
and we think we may say (so far as the mysterious secrecy which 
always veils their proceedings from the profession enables an 
inion to be ventured) that the Council of the Incorporated 

w Society has of late years shewn the most admirable desire 
to act in every way in unison with the Associated Provincial 


Law Societies. 





We rerennrep last week to the case of Ex parte Brown, Re 
Vansittart (ante, p. 271), but the importance of the construction 
which Vavenan Wituiams, J., has put upon section 47 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1683, makes it worth while to consider the 
matter further. The statute 13 Eliz. c. 5, as we pointed out, 
contains an express provision that it shall not extend to any 
estate in lands conveyed upon good consideration and bond fide 
to a person having no knowledge of the fraud, that is, of the 
intention to defeat creditors; and it would seem that this applies 
équally in favour of purchasers from the debtor, and in favour 
of purchasers from a volunteer under the debtor. In each case 
there is an estate conveyed bond fide and for value, and the con- 

is not to be made void by the statute. The clause 


it is to be noticed, of a bond fide purchaser for value 
gwithout notice of the fraud. Probably these expressions are 
wedundant. Bona fides by itself requires that there should be no 
wotice of the fraud on creditors. 1n the Bankruptcy Act, 1833, 





where in certain instances the rights of purchasers are carefully 
—<«. this redundancy is introduced in a different manner. 

tion 47 saves settlements made “in favour of a purchaser or 
incumbrancer in good faith and for valuable consideration.” So 
the following section, which avoids conveyances made with a 
view to preferring one creditor to the rest, saves the rights of 
“‘any person making title in good faith and for valuable 
consideration through or under” the preferred creditor. In 
section 49, on the other hand, the reference to good faith, 
which is to be found in the corresponding section (section 
94) of the Act of 1869, is omitted, and there is a general 
conan | of conveyances made bya bankrupt for value to per- 
sons having at the time of the conveyance no notice of any 
available act of bankruptcy then committed by the bankrupt. 
But, although there are all these express reservations, two in 
favour of persons taking under the bankrupt directly, and one 
in favour of persons taking under sr as § creditors, there is 
no reservation in favour of persons taking through beneficiaries 
under voluntary settlements made by the bankrupt, and it is 
such a reservation which Vavecnan WitiaMs, J., has now in- 
troduced into section 47. That there ought to be such a reser- 
vation there can be no doubt. In favouring creditors the law 
ought not to do an injustice to third ns (see yer Lord 
MansriEtp in Cadogan v. Kennett, Cowp. 432); and had the 
Bankruptcy “Act contained no reservation at all in favour of bond 
Jide purchasers for value, it would not have been so difficult to 
construe the statute in such a manner as to save their rights. 
But it is undoubtedly a strong weasure, in a statute where 
express reservations have been in certain cases introduced, to 
insert them in other places where they have been omitted. The 
omission ought to be cured by legislation, and the decision of 
Vauecnan Witu1ams, J., cannot be regarded as so clearly correct 
as to remove the necessity for legislation. 





Ir A RESERVATION in favour of purchasers from volunteers in 
good faith and for valuable consideration can be read into sec- 
tion 47, it is still important to determine what the element of 
good faith requires. In the case of a purchaser taking under 
the bankrupt directly, it seems to require that the purchase 
should be in no way a trick or contrivance to defeat creditors : 
Cadogan v. Kennett (Cowp., p. 435) ; and it is sufficient in general 
that it is a purchase out and out, and not a conveyance with a 
secret reservation in favour of the grantor. The knowledge of 
the grantor’s insolvency cannot in itself be material, and, 
indeed, the further protection of section 49 shews that the 

urchaser is safe unless he has notice of an act of bankruptcy. 

y section 92 of the Act of 1869, corresponding to section 48 of 
that of 1883, preferential conveyances were saved in favour of 

urchasers generally in good faith and for valuable consideration, 
including, that is, the preferred creditor himself ; and it was said 
by Lord Harnertey in Butcher v. Stead (L. R. 7 H. L., at p. 849) 
that the creditor must have no notice of the fraudulent prefer- 
ence, and apparently the requirement is the same now under 
section 48 as to purchasers from a preferred creditor. And 
this is in accordance with the received notion that good faith 
implies a belief on the part of the grantee that the grantor is 
able to convey to him without prejudicing the rights of others. 
Putting the matter in this form, it becomes clear that good 
faith, as understood in favour of purchasers from volunteers, 
requires that they should take without notice of the voluntary 
settlement, and this was the meaning attributed to it by 
Vavenan Wis, J. So soon as a purchaser knows that his 
vendor claims under a deed which is liable to be avoided on 
bankruptcy, he knows of the possible rights of thirl parties, 
and this prevents that full belief in the title of his grantor to 
convey which is of the essence of good faith. 





Sxcrion 14 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, came under discus- 
sion in the case of Re a Bill of Sale between Parsons and Furber 
before a Divisional Court on Tuesday last week, the question raised 
being under what (if any) circumstances the court will exercise 
its discretion in extending the time for registering a bill of sale 
where the bankruptcy of the grantor has supervened. We are 
not without authority on the point. Re Dobbin’s Settlement (56 
L. J. Q. B. 295) was a case very much like the present, for in 
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that, as in this case, the bankruptcy of the grantor had occurred 
and the trustee in merge, was opposing the extension of 
time. In his judgment A. L. Surru, J., expressly rules on the 
point: ‘Section 14 gives a dispensing power to the judge in the 
fullest possible terms. Mr. Reep contends that a judge can 
only grant relief before the trustee in bankruptcy or execution 
creditor acquires a right to the goods; but the words in section 
14 which provide for notice by advertisement or otherwise are 
sufficient to shew that in a case of that kind a judge may in his 
discretion order such notice to be given as he thinks fit, and if 
he does not think fit he has power to dispense with it. It is 
also — that the property vested in the trustee on the 6th of 
November, the date of the receiving order. But supposing this 
to be the case, it only did so by means of an omission which 
could be cured, and was cured, by the learned judge, who had 
power to do so.” The authority of this case was, however, con- 
siderably shaken by the later decision in Crewe v. Cummings (36 
W. RB. 908, 21 Q. B. D. 420), where Bowsn, L.J., delivering the 
considered opinion of the Court of Appeal, held that an execu- 
tion creditor might successfully resist an application to extend 
the time for registration under section 14; saying: ‘I feel that 
this is a very hard case, and should be disposed, if ible, to 
aid the claimant, but I do not think that the Act of oe weal 
in giving the power to extend the time, intended that such an ex- 
tension of time should be granted after the title to the s had 
actually vested in the execution creditor by reason of the failure 
of the holder of the bill of sale to comply with the provisions of 
the Act. . . . I do not think that it could have been intended 
to give a discretion to extend the time for registration so as to 
defeat a title actually vested in a person who has acted with 
perfect bona fides.”” This discretion, then, which is given to the 
judge in the fullest possible terms, will only be exercised in one 
way as against an execution creditor, which is much the same as 
saying that in such a case there is no discretion at all ; accord- 
ingly, when this case was cited, the counsel for the holder of the 
bill of sale were driven to contend that what applied to an 
execution creditor did not apply to a trustee in Gaakraphey 
and, indeed, it would seem that unless some distinction exists 
between them the case of Re Dobbin’s Settlement must be taken to 
be overruled by Crewe v. Cummings. The first distinction 
attempted was that the trustee stood in the shoes of the bank- 
rupt, and was subject to his disabilities and infirmities of title ; 
but the answer to this seems to be that in this respect an execu- 
tion creditor is in the same position; and, moreover, it would be 
a grotesque conclusion that the whole body of creditors repre- 
sented by the trustee should be in a worse position than one 
creditor who had proceeded to execution. The next argument 
was that the court would not allow their officer to take advan- 
tage of 9 mistake, and Ex parte James (L, R. 9 Ch. App. 609) 
was relied on; but in answer to this it might be suggested that 
an omission and a mistake are different things, as was pointed 
out in Barrow v. Isaacs (1891, 1 Q. B. 417). Counsel, therefore, 
failing to draw any satisfactory distinction between the case of 
a trustee in bankruptcy and an execution creditor, the court felt 
themselves bound to follow Crewe v. Cummings, and expressed 
an opinion to the effect that the former case of Re Dobbin’s Settle- 
ment was no longer law. 





Ir 1s SETTLED that a transfer executed in blank by the owner 
of shares cannot be afterwards filled up by the transferee so as 
to give him a title to the shares in cases where title can only be 
made by deed. ‘If a blank be signed and sealed and after- 
wards written, it is no deed” (Com. Dig., tit. Fait A 1). This 
principle was applied to transfers of shares in Hibblewhite v. 
M‘Morine (6 M. & W. 200); and so, in Société Générale de Paris 
v. Walker (11 App. Cas. 20), it was held by the House of Lords 
that, for the transfer to pass any title, it must be re-delivered by 
the transferor after the blanks have been filled up. In the 
recent case of Powell v. London and Provinetal Bank Wriaut, J., 
has held that this objection was fatal, although the transfers 
had been sent in to the company for registration, and the regis- 
tration had been completed. It is provided, both by the Com- 

anies Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845 (section 12), and by the 


ompanies Act, 1862 (section 31), that a certificate shall be no. 
more than primd facie evidence of title, and as the certificate is | turned a verdict of ‘‘ Found drowned.” 





this also is only primd facie evidence of 
arog real ti echo mgey§ under the br gr - 
ing the registra any of these are voi Tegal 
pe is not obtained. In the y t instance the d iI 
the transferees, had advanced money on stock deposited with 
them by a sole trustee, and, failing to shew their title to the 
legal estate, they were postponed to the claims of the cestuis gue 
trust. To qualify the transferee for the 1 estate he must 
first make out a good title by transfer, and then, ac to 
obtain the legal estate, he must either get himself regis as 
the holder of the shares, or must at least have done everything 
which, as between himself and the company, is n to 
entitle him to registration: Société Générale de Paris vy. Walker 
(11 App. Cas., p. 29). 
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In tHE case of Bidwell Brothers (Limited), before VauaHan 
Witu1ams, J. (reported elsewhere), a question was decided as to 
voting by proxy at a meeting as distinguished from voting in 
the case of a poll. The company was governed by ‘‘ Table Aj’ 
the material clause of which (48) provides that ‘‘ votes may be 
given either personally or by proxy.” A case was cited in the 
argument of The Caloric Engine Co. (52 L. T. N. 8. 846), the 
headnote of which is: “At a gen meeting of a pps 
where by its articles of association voting by proxy is allowed, 
proxies cannot be used upon a shew of hands, but a poil 
must first be taken.” The judgment of Vavenan WILLIAMs, 
J., ap to conflict wi is case, though he did not 
pt sagy ors it. There is apparently no right at 
common law to vote by proxy: see Grant on rations, p. 
256, note (q), where it stated that ‘‘in general the personal 
presence of the voter is necessary, and it seems that a —, 
tion not authorized so to do by charter or statute could not 
establish a mode of voting by proxy: 2. v. Hillis (17 Sta. Tr. 
822.) The decision in Zhe Caloric Engine Co. seems to warrant 
the proposition that voting by proxy can only be allowed in the 
case of a poll, even if the articles of association, as is common, 
the case, contain a clause similar to that in ‘‘ Table A”’ quo 
above. This is not the view of Vavenan Wr11Ms, J., so we 
presume that he may be taken to have dissented from the judg- 
ment in Zhe Calorie Engine Co. 





Ir 1s a well-known rule of law that where the vendor of a 
chattel is bound to put it into a “deliverable state””—i.., the 
state in which the purchaser is bound to accept it—the contract 
is merely executory, and the ag J does not pass till the 
vendor has done so (Acraman v. Morrice, 8 O. B. 449, and the 
cases there referred to). A good example of this rule is afforded 
by Armitage v. John Haig & Sons (Limited) decided by the Court 
of Appeal on the 16th inst. The defendants contracted with 
Suaw ‘to deliver and set up” certain machinery for a price to 
be paid three months after delivery. The machinery was sent 
to Suaw’s factory in November. It consisted, inter alia, of a 
number of rollers, which were put up in the rough for the pur- 
pose of being acclimatized, and which required to be perfected 
after they had run for some time. On the Ist of Jan the 
defendants sent an invoice of the machinery to Suaw. W, 
on the 28th, convened a meeting of his creditors. Thereupon 
the defendants took the machinery away. Shortly afterwards 
Suaw was adjudicated bankrupt; his trustee in bankru 
brought an action to recover the value of the machinery from 
the defendants. The Court of A: decided in favour of the 
defendants, on the ground that, as the machinery had not been 


completed, the property had not passed. 


“ 








The Carnarvonshire coroner held an inquest 
inst., on the body of Mr. Roland H. Cook, solicitor, of Manc’ » whose 
body was found on the shore . 
the evidence given it 


thirty-three years of age and unmarried, disa from Manchester 
some little back. His relatives traced oho to Widnes but could 
cbtain no further news of him until the discovery of his body. Mr. 
Crook’s disa) caused great anxiety, as he was suffering from 
heart diseage. He was not known to have any friends at Llandudno, and 
no evidence could be obtained by the police of his having etayed there 
recently. As no marks of violence were found on the body, the jary re- 
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THE UNDISCLOSED PRINCIPAL. 


Tux recent decision of the Divisional Court in Watteau v. 
Fenwick (41 W. R. 222) is of too great importance to the mer- 
chant and the 9 to be overlooked without some remarks. 
It a to establish the proposition that, where a person who 
is in fact an agent, but who contracts as a principal, and is not 
known to be an agent, enters into a contract outside his actual 
authority, the undisclosed principal is nevertheless liable if such 
contract is within the scope of the authority which he might 
have been presumed to have had if he had been known to be 
an agent. This decision and the principles involved open up 
questions of so great difficulty that we approach the discussion 
with real hesitation, but with the object of examining what 
ap to be an important extension of the law affecting the 
liability of an undisclosed principal. 

The facts were as follows:—A man named Hvumsre had 
carried on business on his own account as manager of a hotel, 
and afterwards, without the knowledge of the plaintiff, had 
sold the business to the defendants, Messrs. Fenwick & Co. 
HvmMBLE continued to apparently carry on the business as before, 
and continued his name on the door, but had in fact agreed 
with the defendants to act as manager, with an express 
stipulation to buy cigars through them. The plaintiff sold 
HumsBxE some cigars on credit. Hvumstz being unable to pay, 
the question arose whether Messrs. Fenwick were liable. The 
Divisional Court held that they were liable on the ground that, 
having given Humste authority to manage the business, they 
were liable for all acts done within the scope of such authority ; 
that buying cigars was incidental to such a business, and there- 
fore primd facie within the scope of such authority ; and that 
Messrs. Fenwick could not by special instructions introduce a 
secret reservation to such authority. 

The strongest authority in — of the decision is that of 
Edmunds v. Bushell (L. R. 1 Q. B. 97). Here Jonzs, who him- 
self carried on the business of a straw hat manufacturer at 
Luton, had opened a branch business in London in the name of 
Busnet & Oo., giving the entire management to Busuett, but 
without authority to accept bills of exchange. Busnet ac- 
cepted bills, and Jones was held liable to an indorsee for value 
who knew nothing of Jones, BusHett, or the business. It is 
important to note in this case that Jonzs had himself opened an 
account at the London and County Bank in the name of 
“‘ Busnet & Co.” into which BusHext was to pay receipts from 
the business, and also that Buswert was authorized to draw 
cheques on such account in the name of “ Busuett & Co.” for 
the purposes of the business, although not authorized to draw or 
accept bills. 

e think it is possible to distinguish the case of Hdmunds v. 
Bushell from the present case, for we gather from the wording 
of the judgment rather than from the somewhat bare statement 
in the report of the facts that Jonzs was generally known by 
the trade (if not by the particular indorsee for value) to have 
some interest in the business, and that the point really was that 
Joxzs could not put forward Busnet. as a partner and then 
turn round and say he was only an agent, without authority to 
enter into this particular contract. This view is supported by 
the following passages in the judgments delivered :—Cocxsurn, 
C.J., says: ‘ Busnett cannot be divested of the apparent 
authority as against third persons by a secret reservation.” 

Rr, J., says: “It is not a question of partnership, but 
whether Busnet1, who has been held out to everybody as a 
partner, had authority to bind Jonzs.”’ 

_If this view of the case (which, it must be confessed, is a 
difficult one to diagnose) is correct, we arrive at what seems to 
bea important distinction between the two cases—that is 
to say, that BusHELL was generally known to have authority to 
bind, not only himself, but also Jonzs, whether as partner or 
not was immaterial ; and, that being so, that the plaintiff him- 
self, although personally ignorant of the facts, was entitled to 
take advantage of this general reputation. 

We do not say whether Himunds v. Bushell is or is not in our 

on ie law. We only say that we think it is distinguish- 
able. If distinguishable, we seem to have four classes of cases 
on this branch of tho law of agency. 

(1) Where a person contracts as principal, so far as his own 











liability is concerned, but is also known to have general authority 
from some other person, and acts contrary to express instructions, 
but within the scope of such apes authority, such other 
person is liable: Edmunds v. Bushell 

2) Where a person contracts as agg and is not known 
to be acting on behalf of anyone else, but is in fact acting as 
agent for some other person, such other person is liable. The 
law on this point is clear. As Buacksury, J., in Armstrong v. 
Stokes (L. R. 7 Q. B., at p. 603) said: “It is, we think, too 
firmly established to be now questioned, that, where a person 
employs another to make a contract of purchase for him, he, as 
principal, is liable to the seller, though the seller never heard of 
his existence, and entered into the contract solely on the credit 
of the person whom he believed to be the principal, though in 
fact he was not. It has often been doubted whether it was 
originally right so to hold, but doubts of this kind come now 
too late; for we think that it is established law that if, on 
the failure of the person with whom alone the vendor believed 
himself to be contracting, the vendor discovers that in reality 
there is an undisclosed principal behind, he is entitled to take 
advantage of this unexpected godsend.” 

(3) Where a person contracts as agent, having general 
authority from some other person, but such authority is in fact, 
(unknown to the creditor) restricted with respect to the particular 
kind of contract, such other person is nevertheless liable. This 
principle is stated and explained by Lord Buacxsvurn in the two 
following cases:—In Zhe National Bolivian Navigation Co. v. 
Wilson (5 App. Cas., at p. 209) he says: ‘“‘ Where an agent is 
clothed with ostensible authority, no private instructions prevent his 
acts within the scope of that authority from binding his principal.” 
The same learned judge in Miles v. Mcllwraith (8 App. Cas., at p. 
133) says: ‘“‘ The principle on which a person, having clothed an 
agent with apparent general authority, but restricted it by secret 
instructions, is bound . to one who, in ignorance of the 
restrictions, contracts through the agent on the faith of the agent 
having the authority which he seems to have, is well explained in 
Freeman vy. Cooke (2 Ex. 654),” and he cites a portion of the 
judgment of Parxg, B., in that case, and, ae will be seen, dis- 
tinguishes the case before him as being outside this statement 
of law. 

The fourth case, which seems to be the present case, is (4) 
where a person contracts as principal and is not known to be 
acting on behalf of anyone else, but is, in fact, acting as agent 
for some other person; if the particular contract is within the 
scope of such authority as he might be presumed to have had if 
he had been known to be an agent, such other person is liable, 
even though he expressly forbade his agent entering into this 
particular kind of contract. With respect to the principle 
involved in this case we venture, with all deference to the 
decision of the learned judges, to draw attention to the impor- 
tant distinction between the third and the fourth case—namely, 
that in the fourth case the general authority of Humsiz was 
unknown to the plaintiff, and therefore that the contract could 
not have been made on the faith of such authority. This 
distinction appears to have been the ratio decidendi of the case 
already referred to of Miles v. Mcilwraith (8 App. Cas. 120), which 
seems to us to be a case exactly in point. A certain firm of 
shipping agents, acting really as general agents of the respond- 
ent, who was a shipowner, entered into a contract with the 
Government of Queensland to supply  & carry emigrants. 
The respondent had expressly stipulated that the agents should 
not so contract. The question arose whether the contract was 
binding on the respondent as an undisclosed principal. It was 
held by the Privy Council that, although the shipping agents 
were general agents of the respondent (and therefore that the 
contract would have been within the scope of their apparent 
authority), this fact was not known to the Queensland Govern- 
ment, and therefore there was no apparent authority, and there- 
fore the Government did not act on the belief that such authority 
continued unrestricted, and therefore the Government could not 
have held the respondent bound to them. 

_ Applying this principle to the present case, Humprz being 
unauthorized by Messrs. Fznwick to purchase the goods in 
question, Humsiz was not in fact, on the occasion of that pur- 
chase, the agent of Messrs. Fznwiox at all, and the fact that he 
was, unknown to the creditors, their agent on other occasions 
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does not seem to strengthen the case against the defendants. It 
is clear that, if Humsrz had paid for the goods, he could not 
have obtained repayment from Messrs. Fenwick on the ground 
of agreement. The agreement, therefore, seems to have been 
an immaterial circumstance in the consideration of the case. 

We are aware that in these remarks we suggest doubt, not 
only as to the soundness of the recent decision in Watteau v. 
Fenwick, but also as to the authority of Hdmunds v. Bushell as a 
governing case. Of course, if Edmunds v. Bushell is undis- 
tinguishable from the present case, the Divisional Court could 
hardly refuse to follow a decision of the Oourt of Queen’s 
Bench, but it will be observed that in their judgment they give 
express approval to the principles involved in their decision. 
The main object, therefore, of the above remarks is to point to 
the deliberate adoption by the learned judges in the present 
case of what appears to be an extension of the law relating to 
the liability of the undisclosed principal. 








ON THE INCOME OF CONTINGENT GIFTS OF 
RESIDUE. 


II. 


We discussed last week gifts of residuary personal and residuary 
real estate. There remains the case where there is a contingent 

ift of residuary real and residuary nal estate as one mass, 
ft might have been thought that the income of the residue of each 
kind, until the contingency was determined, would follow the 
rules above laid down as a residue of its nature, but this 
is not the case. A gift of this nature is taken to denote an 
intention that the income of each class of property is to follow 
the rule applicable to personalty: Genery v. Fitzgerald (Jac. 468). 
The reason appears to be that the “rule as to realty, founded as 
it is on feu Vialing of sealh to “ es and artificial, 
and the mere blending of realty and personalty together is 
considered to be a sufficient reason for cmteting eo r 
Cuarrry, J., in Re Burton’s Will, Banks vy. Heaven, 1892, 2 oh. 
44). The rule has even been applied in a case where, though 
the gift of the realty was distinct from the gift of the personalty, 
yet the trusts of the two properties were substantially identical : 
Re Dumble (23 Ch. D. 360). a 

In cases where there is a gift of residuary personalty to a 
class, and the shares of different members of the class become 
vested at different times, there being no express direction as to 
the time of payment, two different rules might have been 
adopted, which in the result would produce the same effect. 
The rule might have been tkat no distribution of the fund was 
to be made until every member of the class had uired a 
vested interest, in which case the income accruing before the 
time of division, which on the principles above pointed out 
forms part of the residue, would have formed a common fund 
with the —_— so that each member of the class would have 
taken his share of the capital together with the income that had 
arisen from that share; the result being, that if the members 
of the class were to take in equal shares they would each take 
an equal share in the capital and income. This scheme of 
division, though perfectly fair, would have been inconvenient, as 
the member of the class who first became entitled to a vested 
interest would have had to wait for his share till the youngest 
became entitled. 

The other scheme, which would also be perfectly fair, would 
be to say that as soon as any member of the class had acquired 
a vested interest, the share, both of capital end interest, to which 
he had become absolutely entitled should be paid to him, leaving 
the rest of the capital and interest, whether gem | accrued or 
to accrue in the future, to await the event; it might belong to 
the other members of the class, or it might belong to him either 
wholly or partially. It will be observed that although the 
payments actually made to other members of the class will 
exceed in amount the payment to the member who first 
acquires a vested interest, the unfairness is only a’ t, for as 
soon as his original share is paid to him, he can, if he thinks fit, 
invest it so as to produce income at the same rate as that which 
is received in respect of the shares which are not paid. On the 
other hand, if it was held that the whole of the income belonged 





I 
to the members of the class who had attained vested interests, 
the result would be ineq , as those members would not 


only have the income arising the unpaid shares, but also 
the income arising from the shares which been paid. 


It remains to consider the authorities on which Norrs, J., 

founded his decision in Re Jeffrey. They are Shepherd v. 
(Amb. 448), Mills v. ytd es. 335), Scott v. Earl of Sear- 
borough (1 Beav. 154). In Shepherd v. Ingram the gift was to 
persons unborn at the death of the testator as tenants in common, 
so that each child as it was born took a vested interest liable to 
be divested. In Mills v. Norris there was a gift to children, 
some of whom were in esse at the death of the testator, ‘to be 
paid at twenty-one.” On the construction of the whole will it 
was held that all the children, whether born in the testator’s 
lifetime or not, took vested interests at birth liable to be divested 
by the birth of another child. Scott v. Zari of Scarborough was 
a most obscure will, which did not deal with residue. 

There appears to be a broad distinction between cases where 
(as in Shepherd y. Ingram, Mills v. Norris, Mainwaring v. Beevor, 
8 Ha. 44, and many other cases, some of which are cited in the 
note to Heath v. Perry, 3 Atk., at p. 102) the construction put 
on the gift is that the living members of the class take vested 
interests subject to be divested in favour of those who subse- 
quently come into ¢sse—in which case the living members for the 
time being are not entitled to have their shares of a paid 
to them, but are entitled, as being for the time being the owners 
of the capital, to the whole of the income—and cases where all 
the possible members of the class are in ¢sse, but some of them 
have not yet become members of the class owing to their not 
having satisfied some condition, in which case the existing 
members of the class are entitled to have their shares of the 
capital (so far as ascertained) paid to them, but they are not 
entitled, at all events where the subject of the gift is residuary 
personalty, to income arising after their shares are paid to them, 
unless, indeed, they subsequently become entitled to further 
shares, in which case they are entitled to the income accruing 
on such shares before the time when the shares become payable. 

In cases of the former nature, the living members of the 
class are owners of = whole fund, subject to aa —— sub- 
sequent, viz., any other person becoming a member o class, 
and on that condition being ed part of the fund passes 
away from them. In the latter case, the living members of ‘the 
class are absolutely entitled to their shares in the fund so far as 
ascertained, and they are also entitled to the residue of the fund 
subject to a condition precedent, viz., that no other person 
becomes a member of the class. 

It should, perhaps, be observed that the rules which we have 
wee down aaa the destination of the See arising it of 
residuary ty apply to every case where there is a gift o 
both the capital and oo of % as distinguished 
from those cases where either the time of vesting or of pay- 
ment is ed and there is no gift of the income arising 
before that time, to which our rules do not apply. 








LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


SALE oF Goops.—In the House of Lords the Lord Chancellor's 
Sale of Goods Bill and Bills of Sale Bill have each been read a second 
time. Tho teceae late Sor Michie ee eoeiarees See ee 
to sale of goods. In the similar which was 
last certain clauses were inserted, at the instance of Lord WaTson, 
for the purpose of extending the result being 
that the law was altered as well as consolidated. a ee 

i s most of the points of differ- 


premetimy vd 
standing 
introduced. 
eS ee 
arise over the proposal to 
law. The greater part of clause 
¢ Phe eae Rd gh 
ut the a 

sold, or intended to be sold, whereby power is given to resume posses- 
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in maintaining the hire and sale system of procuring furniture will be 
able to secure the elimination of these words. From a question asked 

Mr. WEIR in the House of Commons on the 16th inst. it appears 
that a further mode of evading the law may have to be provided 
against. In a case referred to by him a debtor had turned his business 
into a company for the purpose of raising money by debentures issued 
upon his chattels. 

Empioyers’ Lianitiry.—In the House of Commons the chief 
event has been the discussion on the second reading of the Em- 
ployers’ Liability Bill. In his speech explaining the measure, Mr. 
AsQuIrTH said the Government were satisfied with the decision of the 
House of Lords in Smith v. Baker as to the application of the maxim 
‘*volenti non fit injuria,” and hence the Bill contains no clause 
expressly relating to it. In the view of the Government the Bill con- 
tains three vital principles :—The abolition of the doctrine of common 
employment; the prohibition of contracts by workmen renouncing 
their statutory rights; and the simplification of procedure. 

Consrrracy.—Mr. AsquirH’s Bill to amend the law relating to 
conspiracy and breach of the peace has been introduced and read a 
first time. So far as it relates to conspiracy, it has for its object the 
Se of section 3 of the Conspiracy and Protection of 

rty Act, 1875. That section enacted that an agreement or 
combination by two or more persons to do, or procure to be done, any 
act “‘in contemplation or furtherance of a trade dispute between em- 
ployers and workmen,” should not be indictable as a conspiracy, if 


such act committed by one person would not be punishable as a 
crime. The section, however, did not exempt conspiracies 
punished by Act of Parliament, nor did it affect the law 


relating to riot, unlawful assembly, breach of the peace, or 
sedition, or any offence against the State or Sovereign. The present 
Bill, by clause 1, proposes to repeal the words in italics, and the above- 
mentioned section is thus extended to every agreement or combina- 
tion by two or more persons to do or procure to be done any act, but 
some further exceptions are introduced. These are conspiracies to 
bring false accusations, to pervert justice, to defile women, to defraud, 
or to prevent by force the collection of rates and taxes. These, with 
the classes of conspiracies already saved by section 3 of the Act of 
1875, include all the classes of conspiracies which the Commission of 
Judges, who framed the draft Criminal Code Bill of 1879, considered 
to have been at that date expressly decided to be indictable as con- 

iracies. The object of clause 2 is to make punishable throughout 
the country certain offences tending to breach of the peace, such as 
the use of threatening or insulting words or behaviour, which are 
already punishable in the metropolis under section 54 (13) of the 
Metropolitan Police Act, 1839. 


REVIEWS. 
THE DEATH DUTIES. 


A Digest or THE Deatu Duties, Wit NUMEROUS EXAMPLES 
ILLUSTRATING THEIR INCIDENCE, A Copious INDEX, AND AN 
APPENDIX OF THE CusTOMS AND INLAND REVENUE AcTs, 1880, 
1881, 1888, 1889; THE MorTMAIN AND CHARITABLE Uses ACTS, 
1888, 18°: ; AND THE InTEsTATES’ EsTaTEs Act, 1890. By A. W. 
Norman, B.A., B.Sc. (Lond.), of the Legacy and Succession Duty 
Office. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


There has for some time been a want of a work on the death duties 
—— down to date, and we turned with considerable interest to 
Mr. Norman’s book. His connection with the Legacy and Succession 
Duty Office affords a guarantee of practical knowledge of the subject, 
and the form of a digest seems well adapted to the object of grouping 
together the complicated provisions of the Acts and the decisions, an 
placing them before the reader in a clear and succinct manner. The 
result of our perusal has been to lead us to the conclusion that the 
author has, to a considerable extent, succeeded in his main object of 
presenting “‘in a convenient and concise form a summary of the 
provisions of the principal Acts by which the death duties have been 
imposed,” and ‘‘a classification of the judicial decisions to which 
these Acts have given rise.” 

_His plan is, after an introduction relating to the incidence and 
history of the duties, to deal with each duty in a separate chapter, 
and in such chapter to arrange the contents (subject to special 

cations rendered es by the subject-matter) in the order 
of, first, the scale or rate of duty; secondly, the property liable to 
the duty, with « typical examples” ; and, thirdly, to consider when, 
on what amount, and by whom duty is payable; following up these 
heads with separate digests of the Acts and of the cases. With regard 


to each duty, the three first divisions give very complete and practical 
information for guidance in the geapeusiicn of pam The digests 
of the statutes contain short summaries of the effect of each section, 

to decisions, or containing 
ook. The digests of cases 


with notes, either explanatory or referrin 
cross-references to other parts of the 





appear to include or refer to all the decisions of importance, but we 
are surprised to find the case of Attorney-General v. Lord Aberdare (8 
Times Law Rep. 653), on the question of the cases in which estate 
duty is payable, dismissed, at p. 155, with a simple ‘‘ And see 
Attorney-General v. Lord Aberdare.” More care requires to be exer- 
cised as to classifying the decisions under appropriate heads; for 
instance, we should not have expected to find the cases on the shifting 
of liability for succession duty from lands sold under a power or trust 
for sale to the proceeds of sale under the head of ‘‘ Payment.” 

This leads us to notice what, we fear, will be a drawback to the 
usefulness to the practitioner of the book. It is difficult tu find one’s 
way to the information wanted. This partly arises from the in- 
appropriate heads under which cases are occasionally placed, but 
mainly from the want of an index properly so called. The so-called 
index is a kind of digest of the portions of the law of real and per- 
sonal property incidentally bearing upon the duties discussed, but it 
also contains a good deal of matter directly relating to them. The 
first point we looked for in a book on succession duty, written by an 
official at Somerset House, was, naturally, the question of the shift- 
ing of succession duty on a sale under the Settled Land Act—a sub- 
ject which excited much attention a year or two ago. We found 
nothing on the matter in the body of the work, and it was only by 
consulting the index of cases for Re Warner’s Settled Estate (17 Ch. D. 
711—which, by the way, is cited only as reported in 45 L. T. N. 8. 
36), a case under the Settled Estates Act, that we came upon the fol- 
lowing statement in the ‘ Index,’”’ under the head of ‘‘ Commuta- 
tion ’’ :—‘‘See also Re Warner's Estate, 45 L. T. (N. 8.) 36. In this 
latter case the real estate comprised in the settlement did not contain 
a power of sale [sic], but was sold under the Settled Estates Act, 
1877. A similar rule applies where property is sold under the powers 
of the Settled Land Act, 1882. The parties may, on application to 
the Controller, have the charge shifted from the property to the 
fund.” It is new to us to learn that any application to the Controller 
is necessary for this purpose. 

On the whole we think that the book, as it stands, will be found a 
useful addition to the lawyer’s library. If the author will incor- 
porate in the text the portions of the so-called index which directly 
relates to the duties discussed ; leave.out the usually elementary in- 
formation as to the law of real aud personal property which consti- 
tutes the rest of this “‘index,” and add a full index, properly so 
called, the book will, we think, have a good chance of becoming the 
standard work on the subject. 


FARM LAW. 


Drxon’s LAW OF THE Farm. INCLUDING THE CASES AND STATUTES 
RELATING TO THE SUBJECT AND THE AGRICULTURAL CUSTOMS OF 
ENGLAND AND WALES. ‘TOGETHER WITH THE SMALL HoLpDINGS 
Act, 1892. Frrru Eprrion. By AuBREY JouN SPENCER, M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons. 


Mr. Spencer has greatly improved this useful, but originally 
somewhat disjointed, and rather badly-arranged, book. Without 
altering its character of a digest of the decisions on a wide range of 
subjects, he has rearranged much of the matter; excluded obsolete 
portions, and added the recent legislation and decisions with skill 
and judgment. The Law of Distress Amendment Act, 1888, how- 
ever, we think, deserves a somewhat fuller treatment than it receives 
at p. 489, and it will be useful to add in the next edition a reference 
to a case of Jackson v. Bennan, in which a divisional court (Field and 
Cave, JJ.) held that there is nothing in that Act to prevent an un- 
certificated landlord from distraining in person. Our attention was 
first drawn to the decision (which is not reported) by a reference to 
it in Mr. R. T. Hunter’s little treatise on the Act; and we had subse- 
quently occasion to verify the decision by reference to the records of 
the court. The portion of this edition relating to the Agricultural 
Holdings Acts and kindred Acts is an excellent specimen of careful 
condensation. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


CONVEYANCING COSTS—CONDUCTING FEES, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 

Sir,—Has your attention—or, as far as you are aware, las that of 
the profession generally—been directed to what ap to us to be, 
from a solicitor’s point of view, a serious inroad on the hitherto 
accepted practice of charging conducting fees on sales of property in 
lots by public auction ? 

In the digest of cases under the Solicitors’ Remuneration Order 
published by the Incorporated Law Society, U.K., in 1889, p. 89, it 
is stated that ‘the following opinion on the construction of the 
schedule and rules so far as they refer to ‘conducting’ has been given 
by Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., on a case submitted to him by the council : 
—1. I am of opinion that, where property has been sold in lots by 
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auction, the conducting fee is chargeable on the purchase-money of | should, but for this discussion, have administered the oath without 


each lot. 2. That, subject to the exceptions introduced by rules 1 
and 2, the word ‘ property’ in the scale in Schedule I., Part 1, means 
each lot comprised in the auction, 3, As regards the conducting fee, 
I do not think it makes any difference that several lots are sold at the 
auction to the same purchaser.” 

As reducing the matter to practice, we may mention that we 
recently sold by auction thirty lots of freehold ground-rents for sums 
varying from £75 to £450 each, producing a total of £5,664, and in 
drafting our vendor’s solicitors’ costs we followed, as in former cases, 
the practice of charging a £5 minimum conducting fee in respect of 
each lot, amounting on the thirty lots to £150; but before sending in 
our bill to our clients we came across the case of Re The Onward 
Building Society, reported in last month’s number of the Law Reports 

1893, 1 Q. B. 16), wherein two common law judges, Mr. Baron 

ollock and Mr, Justice Hawkins, sitting as a divisional court on 
appeal from a county court, have decided that if property is put up 
for sale by auction ‘‘ the solicitor conducting the sale is entitled to 
commission at the rate of 20s. per £100 upon the aggregate of the 
prices realized by the whole of the lots sold,” notwithstanding the 
lots being held under different titles and sold to different purchasers. 

You will observe that both judges say the soliciior is entitled to 
charge 20s. per £100 upon the aggregate of the prices realized by the 
whole of the lots so sold; but do you sup they meant this, or 
that they only meant 20s. per £100 on the first £1,000 of the prices 
realized, and then 10s. per £100 on the second and third £1,000, and 
then ds. per £100 up to £10,000, as per the scale ? 

We really do not know what to charge. Instead of the originally 
proposed £150, it seems that under the ‘‘ Onward” decision (rather 
the ‘‘ Retrograde” decision to us, we fear) we ought to charge as per 
scale on the total £26 10s. only, or if 20s. per £100, in the words of 
the decision, £57, a difference of £123 5s., or of £93, as the case may 
be. We wish to do what is right and fair only, but not to expose 
ourselves to have £100 or more taxed off our bill at one stroke in case 
of dispute. 

It is very unfortunate that this conveyancing question should have 
come before common law judges rather than equity ones, and being a 
divisional court decision on appeal from a county court on a question 
of costs, we fear there is no appeal from it to a higher court, and 
consequertly the taxing masters will assuredly follow it. 

There have been so many and different decisions upon the Remunera- 
tion Order that it would seem to be high time for it to be revised, 
unless, perhaps, it is thought better to bear the evils we have than 
fly to those we know not of, and so put up with it a while longer. 

Bristol, Feb. 22. JOHN MitiER & Son. 

P.S.—We should mention that no commission was paid by our 
clients to the auctioneers (rule 11). 

[We hope to consider the matter hereafter.—Eb. S. J.] 





COMMISSIONERS FOR OATHS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Referring to your editorial comments last week, we really 
appear to be quite at one, although approaching the matter from a 
somewhat different standpoint. The correspondence has elicited 
useful information, and it may be interesting to your readers to know 
that, from inquiries made from my representative in Germany, there 
has been no case where the penal c a ** foreigners orm- 
ing judicial functions” has been enforced, except where an English- 
man attempted to administer an oath at a quasi-public meeting (i.e., 
on a commission, &c.), though this limited interposition may well be 
accounted for by the circumstance that if I or any other English 
commissioner in Germany took an affidavit in the privacy of an office, 
the fact would not be known. 

Your correspondent seemed to be under the impression that the 
German law would only operate if an English commissioner adminis- 
tered an oath to a German subject, whereas I am informed that 
technically a foreigner is not allowed to administer an oath in 
Germany, even to one of his own countrymen! Assuming this to 
apply to a mere affidavit taken privately as distinguished from the 
quasi-public operation of swearing a witness at an inquiry, it might 
perhaps open up the not unimportant question whether an English 
commissioner's power to administer an oath out of England could be 
read as limited to such countries as do not by their own iaws prohibit 
such a function being performed by a foreigner? I cannot myself 
testify more than the fact that I have administered oaths abroad, 
stating in the ordinary way the place of administration, and that no 


exception has been taken to the affidavit in England, though I must 
confess that there has not been any discussion on the point. 

The matter seems to be of importance, for in a case of mine last 
week in Germany, a delay of two days arose owing 
difficulty incident to perfecting an oath before the pro 
whereas if I had happened to be in that pare | 
(not being actually solicitor on the record) could, 


to distance and 
authority, 
at the moment, I 
or at all events [ 








further ado, and brought the affidavit to England. 
Franois K. Munton, 
95a, Queen Victoria-street, E.C., Feb. 23. 





CASES OF THE WEEK, 


Court of Appeal. 
BLACKBURN v. MASON & SON—No. 1, 15th February. 


ParincrpaL AND AGrgnt—Srockproker—Country Broxer anp Lonpoy 
Broxer—Unopisciosep Princtrat—Set-orr agatnst Prarncrpan or Dent 
puE From AcEent—OCvstom or Srock ExcHaneor. 


Appeal from the judgment of Day, J., at the trial of the action without 
a jury. The plaintiff employed Caw, a stockbroker at Halifax, to sell for 
him £1,000 North-Eastern Railway Consolidated Stock, and Caw, by tele- 
gram, on March 10, 1891, without stating that he was acting role mage ae 
employed the defendants, who were brokers upon the Stock 
Exchange, and who acted as Oaw’s London agents, to sell the stock. 
The defendants sold the steck upon the same day for £1,621 5s., and on 
March 11 Caw sent to the defendants a transfer executed by the plaintiff 
and the certificate for the shares. It appeared that Caw had several other 
pong npmeag te = Ay pet some on peryd of customers and some 
on his own or speculative p 4 respect of all these trans- 
actions there was a balance due from Caw to the defendants. Upon 
12 the defendants received the purchase-money, and, after deducti 
amount due to them from Caw upon the Cw account, remi the 
balance, £455, to Caw. Oaw having failed, the plaintiff brought this 
action to recover the balance of the £1,621 5s. from the def its as 
money had and received to his use. The ts set up a custom of 
the London Stock Exchange that, as between London and country stock- 
brokers, they should be treated as F gpa ace and that ore the 
defendants had a right to set off the purchase-mone 
indebtedness to them. Day, J., held that the plainti 
must be treated as gegen, and gave judgment for the defendants. 
The plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Court (Lord Esner, M.R., and Lixpiey and Bowen, L.JJ.) allowed 


ef 


the appeal. 
Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the plaintiff brought this action 
the London stockbrokers upon the ground that was the und 


principal in the transaction, that the shares were sold for him, and that 
the London brokers nating saeeete the price must pay it over tohim. In 
answer to that claim the London brokers set up a custom of the London 
Stock Exchange, that when a London broker was employed directly by a 
country broker the former had a right to treat the latter as his pal 
and to set off any claim which he f had against him, and that the 
— having intended the sale to take ed upon the London 

tock Exchange was bound by that custom. Now that alleged custom 
was a far reaching one, for it amounted to this, that a London broker 
could pay himself with money of the undisclosed principal for a debt due 
to him from the country broker—could pa: f a debt owing from one 
person with the money of another. At the trial some evidence was given 
of this alleged custom, evidence which did not satisfactorily prove it. 
But assw that it did, the custom was an w’ le one. The law 
as laid down in Sweeting v. Pearce (9 W.R. 343, 9 C. B. N. 8. 534) and Cooke v. 
Eshelby (35 W. R. 629, 12 App. Cas. 271) was that when a@ person dealt on 
a particular market he could only be bound by an unreasonable custom of 
that market when at the time of dealing the custom was made known to 
him, and he to be bound by it. ‘Therefore the plaintiff here would 
not be bound by this custom, unless at the time of the sale he knew of the 
custom and agreed to be bound by it. The judgment of the learned 
judge was contrary to the authorities and could not be supported. The 
defendants, however, stated that they were precluded by the course 
adopted by the learned judge from calling fF mes to how that the 
plaintiff knew of this custom. The defendants would have leave to give 
evidence in this court that the p‘aintiff knew of this custom, this option to 
be exercised within a week. 

Linpizy and Bowsn, L.JJ., concurred.—Counszt, Tindal Atkinson, Q.C., 
and Macaskie ; Pyke, Q.C., and J. D. Fitzgerald. Souscrrons, J. W. Sykes, 
for Barber & Oliver, Brighouse ; Pyke ¢ Voules. 

[On the 23rd of February it was stated that the defendants had elected 
not to call evidence. } 

[Reported by W. F. Banry, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re POWELL’S TRADE-MARK—Chitty, J., 15th February. 


TRADE-MARK—OLD Marnk—User on Packrvo Cases—Pzrson Acorrevep— 
Trape-Marxs Reoisrration Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 91), 8. 10— 
Parents, Destons, anp Trape-Manxs Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 57), 


8. 90. 
Motion to expunge the respondents’ trade-mark ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish ’’ 
from the tor = that it had not been used as a trade-mark 


’ 
before the 13th of August, 1875 the date when the Trade-Marks Registration 
Act, 1875, came into force. The words had been as anold mark. 


The applicants were rival traders, and tke only two points raised were (1) 
wheter they were persons aggrieved within section 90 of the Patents, 


ad 
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Designs, and Trade-Marks Act, 1883, and (2) whether there had been user 
as a trade-mark by the respondents. The evidence shewed that the re- 

ts had almost invariably put the words ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish,’’ and 
nothing else, on packing cases containing the sauce, but, apart from this, 
the words had never appeared alone—e.g., the bottles of sauce had the 
words ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish’’ on them together with the name of the 
respondents’ firm, another registered trade-mark, and the word “‘ trade- 
mark.’”’ There was nothing on the packing cases themselves to shew that 
the _— ‘* Yorkshire Relish’’ were intended to be used as a trade- 
mark. 

Currry, J., said that it had been decided in Re Apollinaris Co.'s 
Trade-marks (1891, 2 Ch. 186) that any person in the same trade as one 
who had wrongfully registered a trade-mark, and who desired to deal 
in goods covered by the trade-mark, was primd facie a person aggrieved. 
That presumption might be rebutted, but the burden of proof was 
on the man who claimed the mark (per Fry, L.J., ib. 225). This 
burden the respondents had not discharged. They had brought 
evidence to shew that no one else could use their mark without commit- 
ting a fraud on the public. This was not enough. If — attempted 
to make a fraudulent use of the words, they would responsible. 
The ‘‘Stone ale’’ case, Thompson v. Montgomery (37 W. R. 637; 41 
Ch. D. 35; 1891, A. C. 217), was an excellent illustration, where the 
application was based on fraudulent user of the words ‘‘ Stone Ales.” 
As to the second point, it was necessary to shew that the words ‘‘ York- 
shire Relish ’’ were used as a separate mark before the 13th of August, 
1875, as they could only have been registered as an ‘‘old mark.’ 
The question was one of fact. The only se te user was on the 
packing cases. It was plain that the words might have been placed on 
the packing cases so as to be used as trade-marks, but it was necessary 
to consider the whole evidence. The cases were marked with the descrip- 
tion of the goods contained inside. There was no direct evidence that this 
was simply done to guide the packer, but the inference was strong. What 
was a packing case? A _— covering to protect goods in their transit. 
The respondents were not sellers of packing cases ; their object was to sell 
the goods contained in the packing cases. Sometimes the cases were 
returned, sometimes not. Now, ordinary user of a trade-mark was a user 
which accompanied the goods on their sale in the market, its object being 
to distinguish the goods of the seller from those of anyone else. A 
packing case was not the place where one expected to find a trade- 
mark. The ‘“‘Monopole”’ case, Richards v. Butcher (1891, 2 Ch. 522) was 
analogous. There was no decision on the point, but in the opinion of the 
Master of the Rolls, p, 545, the user of a trade-mark on the packing cases 
was insufficient in the case before him, and at p. 548 Fry, L.J., said the box 
was not the place where you would expect to find the real trade-mark. 
The respondents said they had seen the packing cases in shops, and it was 
argued that they were used to advertise the trade-mark, but that could 
not be inf . ‘The respondents also said they intended the words 
‘* Yorkshire Relish’’ on the packing cases to represent a trade-mark. But 
on the packing case itself there was no such indication, and the respond- 
ents’ intention was not sufficient. There must be user as a trade-mark. 
The question of fraud on the public was irrelevant on that point. If the 
trade-mark were expunged, that case would remain untouched. On the 
whole, without saying the user of a mark on packing cases might not be 
user as @ trade-mark, his lordship held that the above facts shewed no such 
user, and ordered the trade-mark to be removed from the register. 
—CounszL, Farwell, Q.C., and Fothergill ; Aston, Q.0., and J. Cutler ; Ingle 
Joyce. Soxtcrrors, Cooper, Thorowgood, § Tabor, for Cooper § Co., Newcastle- 
under-Lyne ; Salaman ; Solicitor to Board of Trade. 

[Reported by G. Row.ayp Atstoy, Barrister-at-Iaw.) 


WALLIS ». HANDS, NEWMAN, AND OTHERS—Chitty, J., 16th 
February. 


LEASE—SuRRENDER BY OPBRATION OF LAW—New Leasz To Turrp Party 
with Ora Assent or TENANT—Sratvute or Fravps (29 Car. 2, c. 3), 8. 3 
—INTERESSE TERMINI—COVENANT FOR QuiET ENJOYMENT—TRESPASS. 


This was an action for declaration of the plaintiff’s title to certain coal 
mines at Mangotsfield, in Gloucestershire, for injunctions, and for 
. In 1884 lease was granted by Newman to Powell and others 

for a term of forty-five years from the 24th of June, 1884, of certain of 
the coal mines at Mangotsfield and surface rights. The lessees took pos- 
session under this lease and worked the coal, but their work came prac- 
tically to a standstill about the beginning of 1887. The means of the 
lessees were exhausted, and the rent was in arrear when the transactions 
in which the plaintiff took part were begun. On the 8th of August, 1887, 
a lease was — by Newman to the plaintiff for a term of forty-two 
years from the 24th of June, 1887, and comprised the coal mines com- 
rised in the lease of 1884, together with other coal mines. The plaintiff 
not enter into possession under this lease, or do any working there- 
under according to his covenants. The lease of 1884 was not delivered to 
the plaintiff, or to the lessor Newman, or to his solicitors upon the grant 
of the lease of 1887, which latter lease purported to be a lease in posses- 
sion. The lease of 1884 had been lent by the lessees’ solicitors to the 
— in April, 1887, for perusel, and the plaintiff had returned it to 
solicitors. Since it was returned it had never been in the plaintiff’s 
possession, and it had been dealt with adversely to him as if it were a 
subsisting lease. The lease of 1887, which included all the property com- 
in the 1884 lease, was granted with the consent of the lessees of 

884. Such consent was given, but orally only, by their solicitor, acting 
on their behalf and with their authority, on the occasion of the delivery of 
the lease of 1887 to the plaintiff. As between the lessees of 1884 and 
those claiming under them, on the one hand, and the plaintiff on the 


ming 
other, there had, however, been no change of possession. In these cir- 
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cumstances it was contended for the plaintiff that the grant of a new lease 
in possession with the oral assent merely of a person in ion under a 
prior subsisting lease operated as a surrender in law of the prior lease, and 
consequently that such grant and mere oral assent was sufficient to take 
the case out of the operation of the 3rd section of the Statute of Frauds, 
which enacted that no lease should be surrendered unless by deed or note 
in writing or by act and operation of law. 

Currry, J., said that the plaintiff had only an interesse termini under his 
lease. The question raised the controversy between the Courts of 
King’s Bench and the Exchequer, illustrated by Thomas v. Cook (2 B. & A. 
119) and Lyon v. Reed (13 M. & W. 285), and discussed in 2 Sm. L. C., p. 
884 ec seq., 8th ed. But it appeared to his lordship that the controversy 
was, so far as concerned the question before him, set at rest by the judg- 
ment of the Court of Exchequer in Davison v. Gent (6 W. R. 229, 1 H. & 
N. 744). In Thomas v. Cook there was, in fact, a change of possession (see 
the observations of Lord St. Leonards in Creagh v. Blood, 3 Jo. & Lat. 160). 
In his judgment in Davison v. Gent Pollock, C.B., stated the law thus :— 
‘* Tt must therefore be taken to be established that where a lessee assents 
to a lease being ted to another, and gives up his own possession to 
the new lessee, that is a surrender by operation of law.’’ That statement 
substantially reconciled Thomas v. Cook with the principles enumerated by 
Parke, B., in Lyon v. Reed, so far as related to leases in scion. The 
proposition of law may be stated thus, there is no surrender by operation 
of law unless the old tenant gives up possession to the new tenant at or 
about the time of the grant of the new lease to which he assents; or thus, 
the c of on is a necessary part of the consent. To hold that 
mere oral assent to the new lease operated as a surrender in law would be 
a most dangerous doctrine ; it would practically amount to a repeal of the 
Statute of Frauds, and let in all the mischief against which the statute was 
intended to .__The policy of that statute was carried still further by 
the statute 8 & 9 Vict. c. 106, which uired a deed in cases where 
formerly a mere writing would have suffi The foundation of the doc- 
trine that the acceptance of a new lease by an existing tenant operated as 
a surrender in law was estoppel by act in pais, the law attributing the 
force of estoppel to certain acts of notoriety, such as livery of seisin, entry, 
acceptance of an estate, and the like ; and the grant of a new lease to a 
stranger with the tenant’s assent and change of possession preceding or 
following the lease brought such a case within the scope of the same doc- 
trine, which mere oral assent would not do (see Shelford’s Real Property 
Statutes, by Carson, 9th ed., p. 259). The plaintiff’s counsel relied on a 
dictum in Baring v. Abingdon (1892, 2 Ch., at p. 381), that the granting of 
a new lease to a = with the assent of the lessee opera as 
a surrender of the old - But on the facts of the case it ap- 

that there there was a change of possession, and Stirling, J., 
did not intend to express any opinion on the point whether a change 
of possession was necessary. For the reasons stated his lordship was of 
opinion that the lease of 1884 was not surrendered by operation of law. 
ith regard to the plaintiff’s claim for e8 inst Newman, which 
was founded on breach of the covenant for quiet enjoyment implied in the 
lease of 1887, the learned judge thought that the essence of such a breach 
was a disturbance of the lessee’s possession, see Sanderson v. Mayor of 
Berwick (33 W. R. 67, 13 Q. B. D. 547), and that had not occurred here. 
The law provided a person having an interesse termini with an adequate 
remedy—viz., an action against the lessor for not putting him in S= 
sion: see Coe v. Clay (5 Bing. 440) and Jinks v. Edwards (4 W. R. 503 1 
Ex. 775). With regard to the like claim against Hands for working the 
plaintiff’s coal, it was settled that a person having a mere interesse termini 
could not bring an action of trespass, see Harrison v. Blackburn (13 W. RB. 
135, 17 C. B. N.S. 678), Turner v. Cameron’s Coalbrook Steam Coal Co. (5 Ex. 
932), and Woodfall’s Landlord and Tenant, 13th ed., p. 197; and the 
decision of the Court of te in Gillard v. Cheshire Lines Committee (32 
W. R. 943), which was ed on for the plaintiff, was not intended to 
overrule the older cases, directly or indirectly, and did not apply here. 
His lordship did not think that the plaintiff was entitled to any 5 lea 
still less to any injunction.—CounseL, Alexander, Q.C., and Christopher 
James ; Levett, Q.C., and Pauli ; Webster ; T. Lee Roberts ; Whitehorne, Q.C., 
and 7. L. Wilkinson. Soxrcrrors, Whites § Co. ; Prior, Church, § Adams, 
for Meade-King § Bigg, Tiristol; John Hands; Learoyd, James, § Mellor, 
for W. J. Nicholas, Bristol; Greenop § Sons. 
[Reported by J. F. Wary, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


CHESTON ». WELLS—North, J., 18th February. 


Mortcack —ForecLOsuRE—REcEIVER OF INTERMEDIATE ReNTS—PERSONAL 
Orper ror PAYMENT. 


Short cause. This was an action for foreclosure in which the plaintiff 
claimed an account against the defendant in respect of a mo 
further charge and payment of two principal sums of £600 and £50, with 
interest from the 4th of November, 1891, to judgment, less a small sum 
already paid for interest, and foreclosure or sale. The defendant did not 
enter an appearance, and on the 27th of January, 1893, a receiver was 
appointed. On the Ist of February, 1893, the plaintiff filed his state- 
ment of claim. The tiff now moved for judgment against the defend- 
ant for the principal moneys due, and an account and foreclosure in 
default of payment within six months after certificate. For the plaintiff 
it be a tare that a special proviso should be inserted in the order to 
the follo effect :—‘‘ Let any person redeeming the premises under the 
— of this order, or the plaintiff in event of foreclosure, be at 

iberty to apply to the judge in chambers for payment or transfer of any 
money in court to the credit of this action or in the hands of the receiver,’’ 
and reliance was placed on Coleman v. Llewellyn (34 Ch. D. 143). 

Nortu, J., said that it was pointed out by the Court of Appeal in 
Coleman v. Llewellyn that the above proviso there inserted must have been 
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ut in for some special reason by the judge, and made a broad distinction 
tween that case and the case of Jenner-Fust v. Needham (32 Ch. D. 582), 
which laid down the general rule that in ordinary cases where a receiver 
receives rents between the date of the certificate and the day fixed for 
redemption those rents should be taken into account and a further period 
allowed for redemption. In the present case there was no reason 
to justify the insertion of the proposed proviso, and there would, therefore, 
be judgment as claimed with that exception, and the plaintiff must 
poolass an affidavit to the registrar that since filing the statement of claim 
nothing had been received on account of principal or interest.—CounsgL, 
G. Henderson. Souscrrons, Jones, Hall, § Manning. 
Reported by C. F. Duncay, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re STANLEY—North, J., 18th February. 


Practice—Truster Act, 1850—Bare Truster—Ssgrvice or Peririon on 
Apvutt Hem or onty Trustee. 


A property in Leamington was, to prevent merger of a lease since 
expired, conveyed to Joseph Stanley in trust for John Stanley absolutely. 
Joseph Stanley died in 1858 intestate, and the legal estate in the said 
property vested in his heir-at-law, Joseph Bird Stanley. Jobn Stanley 
died in 1870, and by his will gave the said property to his wife and two 
other petitioners, who conveyed all their beneficial interest in the said 
property to John Franklin. Joseph Bird Stanley went to Queensland in 
1873, and was last heard of there in 1892. This was a petition that the 
property might vest in Jobn Franklin. It was not proposed to serve the 
petition on Joseph Bird Stanley. 

Nortu, J.—Considering that the heir has been absent so long a time, 
and considering the nature of the trust, I think the chance of his having 
any claim as to costs is infinitesimal. I shall, therefore, dispense with 
service of the petition on the heir.—Counset, L. Field. Sorascrrors, Field § 


Sons. 
[Reported by C. F. Duycay, Barrister-at-Law. } 


ROBSON +. EDWARDS—North, J., 10th February. 
Licut—Prescription—AbDJoInInc TENEMENTS—SAME LANDLORD. 


In 1880 the plaintiff became entitled by assignment to a twenty-one 
years’ lease of a house which expired in 1882. Two or three days before 
the expiration of the lease the plaintiff agreed with the freeholder for a 
further lease of twelve years, under which agreement he was still in 
possession. In 1887 the same freeholder granted a lease of premises near 
to the plaintiff’s house, which lease in 1891 was assigned to the defendant. 
The defendant having commenced to build in such a manner as to obstruct 
the light of the plaintiff's windows, this was a motion by the plaintiff 
in the action to restrain the defendant from building so as to interfere 
with his lights. For the defendant it was argued that the plaintiff could 
not acquire a prescriptive right against his landlord during his original lease 
in respect of the reversion on which his agreement for a further lease was 
based ; that the defendant was in possession of the legal estate in his lease 
as a purchaser for value without notice. That the landlord could not 
derogate from his own grant so as to interfere with the defendant’s build- 
ings, nor could the plaintiff, his tenant. 

Nortu, J.—The mere fact that the plaintiff’s tenancy rests on agreement, 
and that there is no formal lease, is immaterial. Assuming that there 
was no legal right to light actual or inchoate in 1880, when I must begin, 
at any rate the right to light had become indefeasible by twenty years’ 
enjoyment, under the 3rd section of the Prescription Act, before the 
expiration of the plaintiff’s lease in 1882. It is immaterial that the 
premises were not occupied by the same persons during the whole time, 
and there is no evidence of the right having been enjoyed by consent or 
agreement. It is said one must begin to count the time afresh from the 
commencement of the plaintiff’s agreement for the new lease, but in my 
opinion that is not the law. The right to light passed with the new lease, 
not under the lease, but under the law; and I do not see how the lease of 
1887 can affect the prior demise to the plaintiff by the same landlord. 
The plaintiff is clearly entitled to an injunction if supported by the 
evidence. I will not, however, stop the building on an interlocutory 
application on the defendant’s undertaking to abide by a pulling-down 
order.—CounsgL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Bethell; 8S. Hail, Q.C., and 
Cave. Souscrrors, Jameson ; Slark § Metcalfe. 

{Reported by C. F. Duxcan, Barrister-at-Law. | 


READ v. WOTTON--Stirling, J., 18th February. 


Practice—Action ror Recovery or Possession oF Prewises ror Breacu 
or Covenant—Ciam ror InsuncTION—JOINDER OF SEPARATE CAUSES OF 
Actiun—Lzave or Court—R. 8. C., XVIIL., 2. 


This was a motion by the plaintiff asking for an injunction to restrain 
the defendants until the trial of the action from causing on their premises 
any nuisance to the plaintiff contrary to the provisions of a lease from the 
plaintiff to the defendants and from continuing a waxwork exhibition 
thereon. The defendants, who had entered an appearance and demanded 
the delivery of a statement of claim, served a cross-notice of motion 
that the writ might be set aside, on the ground that the plaintiff 
failed to obtain the leave of the court, before the issue of the writ, for the 
joinder of the cause of action relating to the injunction with the cause of 
action for the recovery of possession of the premises, and took this pre- 
liminary objection on the hearing of the plaintiff’s motion. The writ was 
endorsed as follows:—(1) To recover possession of the house, shop and 
premises, No. 5, The Parade, London-road, Croydon, Surrey. (2) And 
for arrears of rent and mesne profits. (3) For an injunction to restrain 
the defendants, their or either of their servants, agents, undertenants, 


or thing whatsoever w 
or damage to the plaintiff 
contrary to the provisions 
defendant dated the 3lst 
Counsel for the defendants 
action disclosed by the writ, (1) breach of 
which was the ground of the action for — 
rent and ; and (2) continuing breach action 
was the foundation of the claim 
of the court had not been 
action, the writ ought to be set aside : 
Wallani (W. N., 1889, p. 133). Counsel 
case quoted there was no claim for 
cause of action—viz., damages for breach 
asked for was asked only as incidental relief: Kendrick v. Roberts (30 W. 
R. 365) ; Gledhill v. Hunter (28 W. R. 530, 14 Ch. D. 492). In any case 
the defendants had waived their objection by entering an appearance and 
demanding a statement of claim. 
Srraumwc, J.—This is an application to set aside the writ in the action, 
on the ground that it is not in conformity with ord. 18, r. 2, which pro- 
vides that ‘‘no cause of action shall, unless by leave of the court or a 
judge, be joined with an action for the recovery of land, e claims in 
respect of mesne profits or arrears of rent, or double value tof 
the premises claimed, or any part thereof, and damages for breach of any 
contract under which the same or any thereof are held, or for any 
wrong or injury to the premises claimed.” Now it is to be observed that 
in this case there is no statement of claim, and I have to refer simply to 
the writ. [His lordship read the indorsement on the writ as above set 
out, and continued.] Iam called upon to say that that writ is not in con- 
formity with the rule. It to me that in the absence of any state- 
ment of claim it will fall within the express words of the rule, for it 
allows to be joined in an action for the recovery of land claims ‘‘ in respect 
of mesne profits or arrears of rent, or double value in respect of the 
premises claimed or any part thereof, and damages for breach of any con- 
tract under which the same or any part thereof are held.’ There is in 
this writ a claim for damages, and under ord. 36, r. 58, ‘‘ Where damages 


are to be assessed in t of any continuing cause of action, shall 
be assessed down to the time of assessment.”” Consequently if it is 
proved at the trial that there has been a breach of the contract under 


which the premises are held before action b: t, continuing at the time 
when the action is brought, and down to the trial, damages may be 
assessed not only down to the issue of the writ, but to the time of assess- 
ment. What is claimed is an injunction. If there were a statement of 
claim there might be relief asked sistent with the rale. A perpetual 
injunction might be inconsistent ; but it seems to me that an interlocutory 
injunction is within the terms of the rule, for it is a mere substitute for 
the damages which ee 1 be assessed for the contin breach between 
the issue of the writ and the trial of the action. The 
tion is made ‘‘ in respect ge hyd breach of any contract under 
which the premises are held.” e writ so understood falls within the 
terms of the rule, and the preliminary objection therefore fails. The motion 
to set uside the writ must be , With costs, to be the plaintiff's 
costs in any event. ; 

The plaintiff's motion was then heard, and his lordship granted an 
interlocutory injunction.—Covunsgt, Beddall; Keary. Souscrrons, J. X. 
Pakeman ; H. Letts. 

[Reported by W. 8. Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. } 


for an injunc- 





Winding-up Cases. 


LISTER ». HENRY LISTER & SON (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 
17th February. 


DesentuREs—Issvz or Frast anp Seconp Serres—Priority or DEpen- 
TURES INTER SE—ReEssvE or Denentures. 


In this case judgment was delivered by Vaughan Williams, J., in court 
on points adjourned to him by the poe Pde which had been 
chambers. e above-named company had issued debentures in 
which constituted a first eo the company’s property subject 
certain mortgage, and in 1891 

tures. Both series of debentures 


Leon series 


in the place of paid 

res of either series of debentures. 
avGHAN Wii1iaMs, J., said that the 
was whether the second debentures 
ject to further first debentures 
conclusion that the second debentures were 


issued, or it mi 
thought the w 
such of them as, ha’ 








ving 
words, he thought that those words were 
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debentures which had been paid off. The second debentures were to be 
paid “‘ rateably and equally inter se, and without any preference or priority 
one over another,’’ and as there was no conveyance to a trustee for the 
second debenture-holders, the only claim which they could make would 
be that each debenture, whether of the first or second issue, should rank 
according to its individual date. But if the dates of individual first deben- 
tures inte 1 between the date of individual second debentures, the 
second debentures would not get payment rateably and equally inter se, 
without any preference or priority over one another. He therefore came 
to the conclusion that the condition of the second debentures, according to 
the-true construction, postponed the whole of the second debentures to 
the whole of the first debentures, whenever issued, provided they were not 
reissued.—CounsgL, Alexander Young; Arthur Young. Soutcrrons, Rams- 
den, Radcliffe, § Co., for Ramsden, Sykes, § Ramsden, Huddersfield. 


[Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxs, Barrister-at-Law.)} 





Re BIDWELL BROTHERS (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 20th February. 


Company — Winpinc up — Spectra Resorvttion — GENERAL MeEgtine— 
Proxres—Votinc—Compantes Act, 1862, s. 51—‘* Tante A,’’ cLAUSES 
42, 48. 


This was a shareholder’s petition to wind up the above-named company 
compulsorily, or in the alternative that the voluntary winding up might 
be continued under supervision. Previously to the presentation of the 
petition a meeting of the company was held, at which a resolution for 
voluntary winding up was passed by the majority required by section 51 
of the Companies Act, 1862, if thirty-four proxies who voted at the 
meeting were counted. ‘The company was governed by Table A so far 
as the clauses as to voting were concerned, and it was objected that the 
regulations contained in Table A did not permit votes by proxies except 
in the case of a poll. 

Vauenan Wittrams, J., said that the votes of members present only 
by psy could be taken into consideration, though there was no poll. 
He now to decide for the first time what was the proper mode of 
counting votes when given in such circumstances as the present. It was the 
chairman’s duty to count not only the votes of members present in person, 
but also those of members present by proxy. Table A, clause 48, provided 
that ‘‘ votes may be given either personally or by proxy.’’ Primd facie 
that meant on all occasions, whether at a meeting or in the case of a poll. 
Section 51 of the Companies Act, 1862, spoke of members present ‘in 
person or by proxy in cases where by the regulations of the company 
proxies are allowed.’””? The present case was one where ‘‘ by the regula- 
tions of the company ’”’ proxies were allowed. You could not by the 
mode of counting exclude those persons present only by proxy. It was 
said that those persons could only be counted if a poll were demanded, 
but that would work a great injustice to persons present by proxy only. 
He should hold that the chairman was right in counting the votes of 
members present by proxy.—-Counszi, C. E. E. Jenkins ; Hanseil ; Bramwell 
Davis ; Clydesdale; Pattisson. Sorticrrors, Sole, Turner, §& Knight; Sandi- 
lands § Co. ; Chester § Co. ; Coode, Kingdon, § Cotton. 

[Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxr, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re WOODROW, HOOPER, & CO. (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 20th 
February. 


Companx—WInvING UP—VoLUNTARY WINDING UP CONTINUED UNDER SuPER- 
VISION—PARTIES SUPPORTING PeTITION—NOoTICE OF PARTIES ATTENDING ON 
Hanna. 


This was a creditor’s petition to wind up the above-named company. 
Subsequently to the presentation of the petition a resolution was passed 
for voluntary winding up, and a voluntary liquidator appointed. At the 
hearing, the petitioner, the large majority of creditors, and all the dehen- 
ture-holders asked for the continuance of the voluntary winding up under 
supervision. The notices giving the names of the creditors who intended 
to appear at the hearing of the petition stated that they supported, but 
did not state whether they supported the compulsory winding up (which 
alone was asked in the petition) or a continuance of the voluntary winding 
up under supervision. 

Vavouan Wittams, J., made the usual order to continue the voluntary 
winding up under supervision, and said that in future, when the petition 
asked for a compulsory order only, parties intending to appear and ask for 
the continuance of a voluntary winding up under supervision must state 
in their notices whether they intended to support the compulsory winding 
up or the continuance of the voluntary winding up under supervision. If 
that were not done, he should in the future allow them no costs of 
appearing.—Covunset, Micklem ; Ashton Cross; Wilkinson ; Upjohn. Sout- 
crrors, J. §. Coleman ; Stock § Slater ; Ward, Perks, § McKay ; Layton, Sons, 
§ Lendon. 

[Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. ! 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


WITTED v. GALBRAITH, PEMBROKE, & C0., AND OTHERS— 
21st February. 


Practice—Writ—Service ovT or THE JuRIspIcTION—NECESSARY Party— 
R. 8. ©., XI., 1 (a). 

Tn this case an action had been brought by the widow of a stevedore 
under Lord Campbell’s Act. The stevedore had been employed in unload- 
ing a ship in the docks in London, and while so engaged had fallen 
through a hatchway into the hold of the ship, and had suffered such 





Feb. 25, 1893. 








injuries as to cause his death. The action was brought against Messrs. 
Galbraith, Pembroke, & Co., the shipbrokers who had engaged the stevedore, 
and against Messrs. Dunlop & Co., the owners of the vessel in question, 
who resided in Scotland. An ex parte application was then made to 
Bruce, J., in chambers, and leave was given by him for service of the 
writ out of the jurisdiction on Messrs. Dunlop & Co. This application 
was made under ord. 11, r. 1 (7), which provides that ‘‘ service out of the 
jurisdiction of a writ of summons or notice of a writ of summons may be 
allowed by the court or judge whenever any person out of the jurisdiction 
is @ necessary pd ogy ed party to an action properly brought against some 
other person duly served within the juried iction.’”? The defendants, 
Messrs. Dunlop, then applied to Kennedy, J., to set aside the service of 
the writ, and Kennedy, J., referred the matter to the court. On behalf of 
the defendants it was argued that the action against the shipbrokers was 
merely a colourable action, as they were clearly not liable, not having any 
control over the management of the ship, and that the only reason for 
suing the shipbrokers was to enable the plaintiff to make the shipowners 
parties to the action in England. 

Tue Court (Lord Coreriner, C.J., and Hawkxrns, J.) refused to set 
aside the service of the writ, being of opinion that the case was governed 
by Massey v. Heynes (21 Q. B. D. 330), and that apart from that authorit; 
this was a case in which the plaintiff might well have doubts as to whic 
defendant was the right person to be sued, and that, the action being 
brought against both defendants bond fide and because of the existence of 
the doubt, leave to serve the writ out of the jurisdiction had been properly 
given.—Counset, Hollams; Coleridge, Q.C., and W. Howland Roberts. 
Soxrcrrors, Hollams, Son, Coward, § Hawkesley ; F. Deakin. 


[Reported by F. O. Rosixson, Barrister-at-Law. } 


REG. v. HOPKINS (METROPOLITAN POLICE MAGISTRATE)—17th 


February. 


Pecunrany Pgnatty — ALTERNATIVE IMPRISONMENT — IMPRISONMENT IN 
Deravtt or Payment—JvrRispict1on—Po.ice Act (2 & 3 Vict. c. 47), 88. 
57, 77—Bass’ Act (27 & 28 Vicr. c. 55), 8. 67. 


The question in this case was whether persons who had been convicted 
and fined under Bass’ Act (27 & 28 Vict. c. 55), 8. 67, repealing section 57 
of the Police Act (2 & 3 Vict. c. 47), could be legally imprisoned for non- 
payment of the fine for more than three days instead of for one month, the 
— of imprisonment provided by section 77 of the last-mentioned Act 

or non-payment of a pecuniary Bena d under the Act. Two members of 
the Salvation Army were charged before Mr. Hopkins, a police magistrate, 
upon an information laid under Bass’ Act with an offence under the Police 
Act, by beating a drum and singing in the street opposite a dwelling- 
house after being called upon by the householder to Meeist. They were 
convicted and fined forty shillings, and in default of payment were 
committed to prison for one month. One of the defendants subsequently 
paid the fine, and was released, but the other was imprisoned during the 
whole period. A rule nisi was then obtained to quash the convictions. 
Section 57 of the Police Act, 1839 (2 & 3 Vict. c. 47), contained 
provisions to protect a householder from annoyance by street musicians, 
and provided that offenders against the section should be liable to a 
penalty of forty shillings. Section 77 of the Act provided in effect that in 
every case of a = under the Act and the non-payment thereof, the 
offender might be committed to prison for not more than a month where 
the penalty did not exceed £5. By Bass’ Act (27 & 28 Vict. c. 55), s. 67, 
however, section 57 of the former Act was repealed, and ‘‘in lieu there- 
of’’ the section enacted that a person convicted of an offence against its 
provisions should be liable to a penalty of not more than forty shillings, or, 
in the discretion of the magistrate, to be imprisoned for any time not more 
than three days. It was contended by counsel in support of the rule that 
it was doing violence to the manifest intention of the statute to enable a 
magistrate, by inflicting a fine which the defendant could not pay, to cause 
him to be imprisoned for a month for an offence for which direct imprison- 
ment could only be inflicted for three days, and that section 77 of the Act 
of 2 & 3 Vict. c. 47 must be taken to be inapplicable to the altered state 
of things caused by the repeal of section 57. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Cotzriner, C.J., and Brucg, J.) discharged the rule. 

Bavces, J., delivered a written judgment, in the course of which he said 
that the contention urged in support of the rule was one of great force, 
and the court would no doubt be astute to find, if it could, in the words 
of the Acts, some reasonable escape from what might seem an anomalous 
construction. But the ture had expressed its intention, for reasons 
best known to itself, with too much clearness to leave the court any 
alternative. Section 67 of 27 & 28 Vict. c. 55 expressly enacted that 
its provisions were to be in lieu of the repealed section of the former Act, 
and, that being so, under the ordinary canon of construction, the new 
enactment must be read as part of the former Act, and in that case the 
penalty provided would be capable of being enforced by imprisonment 
under section 77 of that Act. The Legislature, therefore, had thought 
right to enact that in certain cases the non-payment of a fine should be 
punished by a longer term of imprisonment than could have been inflicted 
for the original offence. ‘This was placed beyond doubt by the analogy 
under section 58 of the Act, where the imprisonment for the offence of 
being drunk and disorderly was limited to seven days; but under section 
77 of the Act non-payment of the fine of 40s. under the former section 
could be enforced by imprisonment for a month. Moreover, if section 77 
were regarded as nt, there would be no means of enforcing the 
payment of the penalty except under 11 & 12 Vict. c. 43; but there again, 
if there ig no sufficient distress, the ultimate resort was imprisonment 
for a month. 


Lord Corexiper, C.J., said that although he felt that there was an 
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anomaly, nevertheless the reasoning of his learned brother was irresistible, 
and he felt constrained to adopt the construction put upon the Acts by 
his judgment. It was for the Legislature, not for the court, to remove 
such an anomaly.—Counse., Bankes ; Witt,Q.C.,and Bodilly. Soxticrrors, 
Solicitor to Treasury ; Ranger § Burton. 

[Reported by J. P. Metior, Barrister-at-Law. } 


PHARMACEUTICAL SOCIETY v. PIPER & CO.—10th February. 


Puarmacy Act, 1868 (31 & 32 Vicr. c. 121), ss. 15, 16, 17—Sare or 
** Porson ’’—PaReraRATION OR Compounp conTatntna Porson—WuETHER 
Proprietary Mevictne or ** Parent’? Mepiocne—UNQUALIFIED VENDOR 
—PENALTY. 


This case, which was an appeal from a decision of his Honour Judge 
Bacon at the Bloomsbury County Court, raised an important question 
under the Pharmacy Act, 1868, as to the sale or compounding by un- 

ualified persons of medicines containing poison. The plaintiffs sued the 
defendants, who were grocers, for ‘‘a penalty incurred on the 16th of 
October, 1892, in keeping open shop for retailing chlorodyne, which con- 
tained poisons, to wit, opium, or a preparation of opium and chloroform, 
or one of these said poisons, contrary to the provisions of the Pharmacy 
Act, 1868 (31 & 32 Vict. c. 121),’’ and the amount of the penalty claimed 
was £5. Section 2 of the Pharmacy Act provides that the several articles 
named in Schedule A of the Act shall be deemed to be poisons within the 
meaning of the Act. And by section 15 a penalty of £5, recoverable in 
manner provided by the Pharmacy Act, 1852, is imposed upon unqualified 
persons for every offence of ‘‘ keeping open shop for the retailing, dis- 
pensing, or compounding poisons,” &c. By section 16 the rights of 
certain persons are preserved, and it is provided that nothing in the Act 
shall extend to or interfere with ‘‘the making or dealing in patent 
medicines.” Section 17 regulates the sale of poisons, and provides that it 
shall be unlawful to sell any poison, either by wholesale or retail, unless the 
bottle, &c., be distinctly labelled with the name of the article and the word 

ison, and with the name and address of the seller, or to sell any poison 
included in the first part of Schedule A to the Act to any person unknown 
to the seller, or introduced by someone known to him, and provides 
further for the entry in a book, before delivery, of the date of sale, name 
and address of purchaser, name and quantity of the article sold, and the 
purpose for which required, &c. Schedule A is divided into two parts, and 
in part (2) are included ‘‘ chloroform ’’ and ‘‘ opium and all preparations 
of opium.’’ The defendants, who carried on their business as grocers in 
Warwick-street, Pimlico, sold a bottle of chlorod over the counter on 
the date above mentioned. It was proved in evidence that the bottle in 
question, which was a bottle of Dr. Collis Browne's preparation of 
chlorodyne, a proprietary medicine sold under a s‘amp, contained one- 
half a fluid ounce of chlorodyne, which gave one grain of morphine, the 
active principle of opium, and that one-hundredth part of a grain had 
been known to be fatal to an infant and one grain to an adult. The 
chlorodyne also contained a small amount of prussic acid with treacle, 
peppermint, and capsicum, with other unascertained ingredients, and 
that no chemical could correct the effects of the poison. ‘There 
was also evidence called by the defendants to shew that proprietary 
medicines, and all such requiring — were generally known as 
‘* patent medicines,’’ and were so known before the passing of the Phar- 
macy Act; that there were some 1,000 stamp medicines in existence prior 
to the Act, but that in the fourteen years immediately preceding it there 
were only fifty-five protected by letters patent. The defendants con- 
tended that the chlorodyne sold by them was not a “‘ poison’’ within the 
meaning of the Act, which must be the ordinary meaning of the word ; 
that the mere fact that a minute quantity of poison was contained in its 
composition would not bring it within the Act, which was intended to 
apply to such articles as were substantially one or other of the poisons 
enumerated in the schedule, and that if the article in question were held to 
contravene the Act an enormous number of articles besides medicines which 
contained small quantities of poisons, but which were sold by grocers and 
others, would in future become the monopoly of chemists and druggists. 
They also contended that the article sold was a ‘‘ patent medicine,’’ and was, 
therefore, within the exception in the 16th section of the Act. The learned 
county court judge decided against the defendants on both points, and 
gave judgment for the plaintiff for the penalty, against which decision the 
defendants appealed. 

Tue Court (Lawrance and Coins, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. They 
had entertained some doubt, but were of opinion that the decision of the 
court below was right upon both grounds. The article sold was found to 
contain a proportion of two poisons, = and chloroform, both of 
which were included in the second part of the schedule to the Act. The 
evidence shewed that, if the whole bottle were taken at once there was 
sufficient of these drugs in it to kill an adult. The court were therefore 
of opinion that it was a poison, and also that it was a compound into 
which poison entered as an ingredient, and that it therefore came within 
the Act, which did not merely apply to articles which were the specified 
poisons only or exclusively prepared from them, and upon that point the 
case of Berry v. Henderson E Q. B. 296) was a distinct authority. The 
difficulty suggested by the defendants, that this interpretation of the Act 
would destroy the sale of many useful articles containing very small quan- 
tities of poison, was met by the maxim ‘“‘ de minimis non curat lex."’ The 
further difficulty suggested, that the seller of such articles as 
these would be unable to comply with the provisions of the 17th section 
of the Act, and to put down the quantity of the ‘‘article”’ sold, but 
these requirements could be satisfied by the chemist by entering the 
number of bottles sold. With regard to the second point, having 
to the object of the statute, which was intended to protect the public by 
providing that persons selling and compounding od wena drugs should 








be properly qualified persons, the court ought not to enlarge the meaning 
of the term ‘‘ patent” in the Act of 1868 to extend to other articles than 
those which were covered by letters patent. If that were done, and 
extended to proprietary , it would be possible for unskilled and 
pe penpeent torgew te ct Bw und dangerous ms to any extent, 
and the gravest mischief which the Act was in to prevent 
ensue. In the case of medicines ——— by letters patent, however, 
any person who desired could exam 
and ascertain their composition, while a skilled chemist would be ¥ 
analysis, to investigate the properties of oth and to comply with the 
provisions of section 17. The a would, t! fore, be dismissed, but 
the matter was very important however, and leave to a would be 
given.—CocnseL, H. D. Bonsey ; Poland, Q.O., and Grey. Licitors, Neve 
$ Beok ; Flux, Son, § Co. 

[Reported by J .P. Me.xon, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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Bankruptcy Cases. 


Ex parte HUGHES, Re HUGHES—Q. B. Div., 16th February. 


Banxruptcy—Act or Bankruptcy—AssIGNMENT OF Property ror Bexg- 
FIT OF CREDITORS GENERALLY—ASSIGNMENT OF ALL PROPERTY EXCEPT 
LeasenoLps—Derciaration or Trust or LeasrHotps—Banxruptcy Act, 
1883, s. 4, sun-secrion 1 (a). 


This case raised an important question as to the effect of a deed of 
assignment for the benefit of creditors as an act of bankruptcy. Section 
4, sub-section 1 (a), of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, provides that a debtor 
commits an act of bankru land or elsewhere he makes a 
conveyance or ment of his property to a trustee or trustees for the 
benefit of his tors generally.’’ A receiving order had been made 
against the debtor in the county court on a petition alleging the above 
act of bankruptcy, from which he now ap eee on the ground that no 
act of bankruptcy had been committed. The deed in question, after re- 
mary hey whereas the debtor was justly and truly indebted to the persons 
and 3 therein mentioned, who were creditors of the debtor, in the 
several sums of money set opposite their names in the schedule, and had 
proposed and agreed to convey and assign all and singular his property 
and effects unto the trustees upon the trusts specified, witnessed that the 
debtor thereby granted and conveyed ‘‘all and every his freehold and 
copyhold messuages, lands, tenements, and all other his hereditaments 
and premises whatsoever and wheresoever, except leaseholds,’’ and 
assigned all his stock in trade, chattels, &c., and ‘‘all personal estate, 
except leaseholds,” to hold, &. The deed further contained the wet 
vision :—‘‘ Provided always, and it is hereby declared that the debtor s' 
stand possessed of all leaseholds and leasehold interests in trast for, and 
to convey and assure the same as the trustees shall from time to time 
direct.’’ It was stated that the whole value of the eee was £3,625, 
and that the leaseholds had been valued at £925, and it was contended 
that the deed ‘did not constitute an act of bankruptcy by reason of the 
decision in the case of Re Spackman (24 Q. B. D. 728, 7 Morrell’s Bank- 
ruptcy Cases, 100), in which the Oourt of Appeal said that an assignment 
in order to constitute an act of bankruptcy must be an ass ent of 
substantially the whole of the debtor’s property, and that a tion of 
trust was not an assignment within the meaning of the section. 

Tue Court (VavcHan Wittiams and Cottts, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Vavueuan Witiams, J., said that the decision of the county court was 
not inconsistent with the decision of the Court of Appeal in Re Spackman. 
Undoubtedly there were observations in the j ents of all three of the 
judges in the Court of Appeal in that case which it was a little difficult to 
understand. The court was bound to give effect to that decision so far as 
it decided anything definite, bat it was not bound to put upon that 
decision any meaning which was inconsistent with the previous decisions 
of the courts, and the court would really be acting disloyally to the Court 
of Appeal if it put such a construction on their judgments, because some 
observations might have been made which did not seem to be quite in 
accordance with the long line pigeenoe = which were not essential - 
the judgment of the of Appeal. At rate, ever since 
Beelrepher Act of James-I. it had been an act of bankruptcy for a debtor 
to assign the whole of his property to trustees for the benefit of his 
creditors. For a long period of time it was held to be an act of bankruy 
not because the earlier Act contained an express section corresponding wi 
section 6 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, or section 4, sub-section 1 (a), of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, but because such an ent was always held 
to be a fraud upon creditors and a fraud upon bankruptcy law. If it 
was necessary to produce authority on such @ t, one had 
completely in the j ts in Re Wood (7 Ch. App. 302) and Ponsford 
v. Walton (L. R. 8 C. P. 167). That being the state of the law, the court 
did not understand Re Spackman to decide inconsistent with. 
bountl’of the ewotltors gonevelly hed mat been mais an ach of ealinagily 
benefit of the tors y n an act 0 
for the same a on the - as by ee held a 
before the existence - express law section 6 o Bankrup 
ve awn ‘dood, hich oP sas aes deed. tanaaniae 
whether present Ww was yan 
for the benefit of creditors in a form adopted for the last quarter of 
century and more, was an act of bankruptcy or not. It was said that 
was not an act of bankruptcy because there was 
assignment the leasehold of the debtor. It was, of course, 
that the present deed from the circumstances upon 
the Court of Appeal pr agg ge mgt Spackman. ‘There there was no 
and no assignment, in the present case there was both. All 
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the court understood the Court of Appeal to have decided in Re Spackman 
was that in order to constitute this particular act of bankruptcy there 
must be a deed, and that deed must be a deed of assignment. The 
contention raised was that the Court of Appeal had said that in order to 
bring the deed within the clause it must comprise the whole of the 
P ty of the debtor, and it was said that this deed did not comprise the 
a or substantially the whole, of the debtor’s property. But the court 
thought that the deed did include substantially the whole of the debtor’s 

The measure the court proposed to apply, was a measure based 


on the ecisions, in order to shew what was the object of the Legislature in | 


declaring that such an assignment should be an act of bankruptcy, and it 
arrived at the conclusion that the object of the Legislature was, that a 
debtor should not take upon himself to deprive his creditors of the 
administration by the Court of Bankruptcy. When the present deed 
assigned to trustees the property which it did assign, it then did two 
things. It did that which necessarily would operate as a fraud on the 
individual creditors, because it withdrew from execution substantially the 
whole property; and it took substantially the whole property and 
withdrew that from the administration in bankruptcy. Therefore, the 
court thought that, notwithstanding the evidence of value of the lease- 
holds in the present case, the assignment was in substance an assignment 
of the whole of the debtor’s property. 

Cotutns, J., concurred, and said that the case fe)l within the principle 
laid down as long ago as the time of Lord Mansfield, which principle the 
Court of Appeal did not appear in any way to have intended to qualify. 
An old test was whether the property excepted was such as to enable the 
debtor to trade with advantage. In the present case the conveyance was 
absolutely of all the property except the leaseholds. What became of 
them? It was useless to tay their value was £925. It was necessary. to 
see whether it gave a reasonable hope of the debtor being able to carry 
on, and here the deed said that the leaseholds were to be held in trust to 
such uses as the trustees might direct.—Counset, F. C. Willis, Q.C., and 
F. C. Willis; Herbert Reed, Q.C., Cluer, and Lewis Richards. Sotacrrors, 
Thomas, Metcalfe, § Sharpe, for A. T. Leyson, Swansea; Robbins, Billing, § 
Co., for Daniell § Thomas, Camborne. 

[ Reported by C, F. Morne, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Ex parte SHERIFF OF KENT, Re WELLS AND CROFT—Q. B. Div., 
Jan. 31. 


Banxrvurtcy—ExecuTion acatnst Dentorn—Sunsequent Recervinc OrpER 
—WITHDRAWAL or Suertrr—Suerirr’s Costs—Detivery or Goons To 
Orrictan Recerver—Feres ror Lzevyinc unvER Writ or Execution 
HANDED TO SHERIFF SUBSEQUENT TO First SzrzunE—Suerirrs Act, 1887, 
Orver as TO Fees or Avoust, 1888—Banxruptcy Act, 1890, s. 11. 


This was a motion by the Sheriff of Kent against the trustee in the 
bankruptcy for an order directing payment of a sum of £140, being the 
amount of the sheriff’s taxed costs, under section 11 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1890. The bankrupt formerly resided and carried on business at 
Belvedere, and on the 13th of May, 1891, the sheriff took possession of the 
debtor’s goods both at his residence and at a factory belonging to him 
under a writ of execution issued by judgment creditors. Two further 
writs were on the 21st of May and the 3rd of June handed to the sheriff by 
other creditors. A receiving order was subsequently made against the 
debtor, and the sheriff went out of possession ; and his costs and charges 
having been taxed he applied to the trustee to pay them. The trustee 
objected to do so on the ground—first, that there had been no delivery of 
the goods to the official receiver, as was required by the section; and, 
further, that there were separate levies on the hourse and on the factory, 
and that in point of fact the goods levied in the house had proved to be 
worth nothing to the estate of the bankrupt because subsequent to the 
very of the goods by the sheriff to the receiver a distress was put in 
the landlord, the result of which was that no money was yielded at all 
those goods to the estate. Other objections were also taken to certain 
items in the account, and particularly one to the allowance of three 
separate fees of one guinea each and mileage for separate siezures under 
each of the three writs both at the house and at the factory. 

Vavenan WiiiiaMs, J., said that in the main the application made by 

of Kent must be granted, but there were one or two matters 
which the court must deal with. The sheriff seized goods at the house at 
Belvedere, and machinery in a factory there. Some writs appeared to 
have been delivered to him after seizure under the first writ. In that state 
of things there was a petition in bankruptcy presented against the execu- 
tion debtor. Notice of the petition was given to the sheriff; and not only 
that, but an interim receiver was appointed who went down and took 
ession, as the court found, not fs of the machinery, but also of the 
rniture in the house. Section 11 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, provided 
that ‘‘ where any goods of a debtor are taken in execution, and before the 
sale thereof, or the completion of the execution by the receipt or recovery 
of the full amount of the levy, notice is served on the sheriff that a 
receiving order has been made against the debtor, the sheriff shall, on re- 
pac i we the goods and any money seized or received in part satis- 
of the execution to the official receiver, but the costs of the execu- 
tion shall be a first charge on the goods or money so delivered, and the 
official receiver or trustee may sell the goods, or an adequate part thereof, 
for the purpose of satisfying the charge.’’ It would appear that all the 
facts occurred in the present case to entitle the sheriff to have the costs 
of the execution made a first charge on the goods which he delivered, and 
the court found that he did in fact deliver all the goods. Under these 
pine x amen os near — entitled to the extent ae the —_ or er 
resulting from the sale of the goods, was sufficient to do so, to 
paid the 
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costs of the execution. It was not denied that the total of the 


goods seized, or the money realized from the sale of them, was amply suffi- 





cient to pay the whole of the £140 claimed. The first objection made by 
the trustee to the order for payment was that there were separate levies on 
the house and the factory, and that in point of fact the quae Unial on the 
house had proved to be worth nothing to the estate of the bankrupt, 
because subsequent to the delivery of the goods by. the sheriff to the re~ 
ceiver, there was a distress put in, and the result was that there was 
no money yielded at all by those goods to the estate. That objection was 
a bad objection. The sheriff had nothing to do with what happened to 
the goods after he had handed the same over to the receiver. He was 
entitled to have the goods dealt with as of the quantity and value which 
they were at the time when he handed them over. That being so, it would 
seem to follow that there was no answer to the claim of the sheriff in so 
far as the mere question of amount was concerned. The charges had been 
taxed and the trustee could not question the amount, but it was contended 
that there were some objections which he was entitled to make on prin- 
ciple. One of these objections was that he was not liable to pay a sum of 
£44 allowed on the taxation as having been paid by the sheriff to the 
landlord. ‘That appeared to be a good objection, because it appeared that 
that money was not in fact paid by the sheriff, but by the execution 
creditor, and the sheriff could not be allowed a sum which he did not pay. 
A further objection was made to the allowance of three fees and mileage 
for ye under each of the three writs of execution which had been 
handed to the sheriff. The sheriff levied at two places—namely, at the 
house and at the factory, and he said that he was entitled to charge for 
three levies, because he had three executions. ‘The sheriff relied on the 
order as to fees made under the Sheriffs Act, 1887, in August, 1888, but 
the court was of opinion that there could only be one seizure at each place, 
and the sheriff was not entitled to charge for three seizures. There was 
nothing in the new rules to aiter the common law rule in the matter, 
which was that if there was one seizure in one place, and then the sheriff 
had subsequently a second writ delivered to him, unless there was a 
further seizure in fact in a different place from that in which he had 
already seized, he had no right to charge for a second seizure. Under 
these circumstances the sheriff in the present cate ought only to be 
allowed for one seizure at the dwelling-bouse and one at the factory. As, 
however, the sheriff had in substance succeeded in his motion there would 
be an order in his favour for £91 17s. 1d., with costs.—Counset, Muir 
Mackenzie ; Ribton. Soxtcrrors, Palmer § Bull ; Keene, Marsland, § Bryden. 
[Reported by C. F. Monnet, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
NORRIS v. BAILEY—Q. B. Div., 15th February. 


Practice—CuHance or Souicrror—Fitinc Notice or—Partry ann Party 
Costs—R. 8. C., VIL., 3. 


This was an appeal from an order of Kennedy, J., at chambers, refusing 
the plaintiff's application to review the taxation of the defendant’s bill of 
costs (party and party). The defendant had succeeded at the trial. The 
action was conducted upon the defendant’s behalf up to and including the 
preparation of briefs by a solicitor, Mr. Sargeant, whose retainer was then 
(i.e., before trial or ——— of counsel) revoked by the defendant, and 
a fresh solicitor, Mr. R. Raphael, was retained by the defendant. Sar- 
geant’s name was by a slip left on the record till after judgment, and 
Raphael, who conducted the trial and paid counsel’s fees, did not get his 
name placed on the record in lieu of Sargeant’s till the mistake was dis- 
covered on the associate being applied to for the certificate of judgment. 
On the taxation of the defendant’s bill of costs the plaintiff contended that 
the defendant could not recover any costs from the plaintiff incurred 
between the time of Sargeant’s retainer being revoked and the granting 
of a certificate afterjudgment. The master allowed the costs, and stated, 
in his answer to the plaintiff’s objections to the allowance of the costs, 
that the defendant had done nothing wrong, neither had the plaintiff 
suffered by the mistake ; moreover, that the plaintiff never was without a 
solicitor on the record, as, by ord. 7, r. 3, Sargeant would be deemed 
the solicitor on the record till the name of Raphael was properly placed 
there by notice. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Corertpce, C.J., aud Cortins, J.) dismissed the 

appeal. 
Lord Cotertver, C.J.—Both the master and the judge have held that 
these costs of the second solicitor should beallowed. Cases might occur in 
which if it were held that a solicitor was disentitled to his costs it would 
be most serious. The master said no harm had been done. 

Co.tins, J.—I am of the same opinion. The counsel for the appellant 
admitted that he could produce no authority. The only suggestion he 
made was that if a litigant consulted a solicitor, but the solicitor’s name 
was not on the record, he could not recover the costs. Thatistrue. But 
why? Because he acts in person. That does not cover this case. There 
is a solicitor. There has been simply a slip. If we were to disallow these 
costs it would make the consequences — large. I am of opinion that 
this appeal must be dismissed. Appeal dismissed.—Covunsz, Gollan; E. 
Hume Williams. Soutcrrors, Morris ¢ Rickards ; Raphael. 

[Reported by J. E. Apovus, Barrister-at-LawW. | 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
COMPANIES (WINDING UP). 
Norice. 
By Order of the Lord Chancellor, dated 22nd February, 1893, the 
following actions have been transferred to the Hon. Mr. Justice Vaughan 
Williams, sitting as an additional judge in the Chancery Division ;— 
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Henry Maling v The House Investors’ © ion, ld, and Charles James 
Clapham and George Henry Letton 1893 M 359 

Gordon Stonehouse Hughes (on behalf of himself and all others the 

holders of first mortgage debentures issued by the —— v The 


Drachensfel Banket Gold Mining Syndicate, 1d 1893 H 5 


LAW SOCIETIES, 
ASSOCIATED PROVINCIAL LAW SOCIETIES. 


The following is a short statemext of the origin, objects, and work of 
the Associated Provincial Law Societies :— 

This statement is intended to furnish an answer to inquiries which 
are from time to time made by law societies, not members of the 
association, as to its constitution and objects. A fuller statement is 
in course of preparation, but the present summary may be found for 
a time useful. The existence of the body known as the ‘‘ Associated 
Provincial Law Societies’? dates from the year 1873, although it 
was not formally constituted until the following year. There had been for 
some years previously a committee of the Metropolitan and Provincial 
Law Association, com of representatives of some of the Northern 
Law Societies. When it appeared that the district registry clauses of the 
Judicature Bill of 1873 were about to be seriously opposed, a mee of 
the societies who had been accustomed to act together was held at Man- 
chester, on the 5th of March, 1873, to take concerted action in support of 
the creation of district registries, and against the limitations of their use- 
fulness, which were proposed in various amendments of the Bill. The 
societies so meeting were Birmingham, Liverpool, Newcastle, Manchester, 
and Leeds; they were speedily joined by several others, and observations 
were drawn up and the usual steps taken to the views-of the united 
societies under the notice of Parliament. The re clauses were eventu- 
ally passed substantially as contended for by the law societies, but their 
sug) ons as to the areas of the district registries were not adopted by 
Parliament. On the 29th of April, 1873, Lord Selborne moved the first 
reading of his ‘‘ Land Titles and Transfer Bill.’’ This Bill was not pro- 
ceeded with in the session of 1873, but its clauses, and 
clause for compulsory registration, attracted the attention of all interested 
in conveyancing business, and especially of the law societies above men- 
tioned. On the change of Government in 1874, and on the 26th of March 
in that year, Lord Cairns re-introduced Lord Selborne’s Land Bill with 
some variations. A meeting of representatives of the Law Societies of 
Manchester, Liverpool, Newcastle-on-Tyne, Leeds, Gloucestershire, 
Bolton, and Preston was therefore held at Manchester on the 30th of 
April, 1874, at which resolutions were passed condemning compulsory regis 
tration until experience had shewn that the system of registration had worked 
satisfactorily ; advocating local ies ; i upon a map as the basis 
of registration, and sugg an ad valorem scale for conveyancing costs. 
Detailed observations and evidence in support of these views were prepared 
and circulated, and means were taken to bring them to the notice of the 
Lord Chancellor. Lord Cairns, in his evidence before Mr. Osborne 
Morgan’s Committee in 1879, stated that it was in consequence of these 
representations that in the first instance he struck out purchases under 
£300 from the operation of the compulsory registration clause of his 
Bill; it was probably as a result of this that he was led to abandon 
the clause altogether. The advantage of concerted action with the 
object of obtaining information as to the operation of registration of 
ti in various parts of the country, led societies who had in- 
terested themselves in the question formally to constitute themselves 
into the body now known as ‘‘ The Associated Provincial Law Societies.’’ 
This somewhat clumsy title was deliberately chosen in order to avoid the 
appearance of reconstituting the Metropolitan and Provincial Law Asso- 
ciation under a different name. The intention of those who advocated 
the union of provincial law societies was to form a body which should 
form a connecting link between the London society on one hand, and the 
various local law societies on the other. The supplemental charter of the 
org Law Society (obtained in November, 1873), under which 
pre ts of country law societies became ble as extraordinary 
members of council—the merger of the Metropolitan and Pro- 
vincial Association into the Incorporated Law Society and the establish- 
ment of the Associated Provincial Law Societies, were all 
of one and the same scheme, the design of which was to enable 
solicitors in London and the omer work together for common ends. 
A circular issued to the provincial law societies dated the Ist of March, 
1875, states ‘‘ in order to avoid any possible misapprehension of the objects 
of the association, that it does not seek directly or indirectly to take the 
place of the late Metropolitan and Provincial Law Association.”” In 1875 
the association was occupied in watching the Judicature Act Amendment 
Bill and in endeavouring to obtain wider areas for the district registries ; 
jurisdiction in cases of interpleader, discovery, and inspection ; er to 
sign judgment, tax costs, and issue execution in district re . The 
suggestions offered were in the main adopted by the Lord Chancellor. 
In 1876 attention was directed to questions arising out of the new practice 
under the Judicature Acts, professional remuneration, and the question of 
Parliamentary agency. On the last question a deputation from the 
Associated Law Societies had an interview with the of Committee 


of the House of Commons, and stated their objections to the recommen- 
dations in the report of the joint committee of the two Houses, 
(1) a special qualifying examination for solicitors 
liamentary agents ; &) 

passing such examination ; 


uiring 
to e 
to prac- 


of costs 


par other than 
tice on (3) prohibiting division 


y the |@ 





between the parliamentary agent and the 
the result no action was taken by Parliament on 
committee. In 1877 the Bankruptcy Bill and 
ing the jurisdiction of pp AE ayn npr mney 
upon. The question of a 
sidered. On the 15th of May, 1878, 
the appointment of a select commi 
subject of the title to and transfer of land, and 
tion of frauds on mortgagees and purchasers. The association 
to offer evidence, and by ne ge with the chairman 
committee, Messrs. Dees (New ) Johnson (Birmingham), 
Wood (Manchester), and Win ‘Stroud) 
witnesses. A memorandum on the scope and objects of the ing: 
prepared and circulated. In 1879 the subjects dealt with by the associa- 
tion were—(1) The Bankruptcy Law Amendment Act, on which a 
issued ; (2) the County Courts Jurisdiction and Amendment $ 


was : 
(3) the Bills of Act; and (4) Scale of Charges in Conveyancing 3 
On the last subject there was a on the 4th of July, followed by a 
meeting in conference with a committee of the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Socie on the bt Soe at which resolutions 
as to the scale were adopted. 


These matters are Tank eee 

for the issued to members. In the course of the years 1880 and 1881 
the inadoqunay of the existing arrangements for the trial of causes in the 
large centres of po} h considered 
was full Geaneel on Re meet & a SS NUR Se SS he 
held in Liv 1 on the 2 of December in the year 1880. A meeting 
was held in London on the 19th of January, 1881, at which resolutions 
were adopted on the subject, and at a subsequent meetihg on the 5th of 
May, the general principle of the ‘‘ Solicitors’ Remuneration Bill’’ was 
considered and approved, and steps were taken to obtain the appointment 
by the Lord Chancellor of such president of a provincial law as the 
essociation should select as one of the body e 
order for —— ate! section 2 of the “ eek y; 
resident of the Liverpool Law Society, was subsequently ap on 
he s tion of the association. Tn th2 year 1882 the report of the Lord 
Chancellor’s Legal Procedure Committee, and the final settlement of a 
scale of conveyan charges, in consultation with the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society, were the chief subjects of interest, The scale 
on had the attention of the association almost continuously 
from the 4th of , 1879, when the report of the Council of the Incor- 
pone Law Society on Professional Remuneration was considered. The 

ankruptcy Bill of 1883 was 
oa drafted = Kraay og 

expediency of intrusting 
in the Bill was one of the points chiefly insisted upon. On the 20th of 
December, 1883, a was held in London, at which the 
of the ‘High Court of Justice (Continuous Si 
Supreme Court of Judicature (District Courts) Bill”’ ; 
Resolutions were passed, the substantial effect of which was in favour 
of the Continuous Si 
In the month of July, 1884, 
association to nominate a 
which he was about to appoint to consider the arrangement of business 
in court and in chambers in the Chancery Division. Mr. Marshall’s 
name was submitted to the Lord Chancellor for this me oa and he 
was appointed a member of the committee. The commi reported 
on the 7th of August, 1885. In 1885 the hon. secretary of the - 
ciation having been requested by the Chancellor to obtain 
him the opinion of the association on a report of the Council of 
Incorporated Law Society on the Bankruptcy Act and Rules, the 
in question was considered, and, with some amendments, to 
and the resolutions on the subject communicated to the Lord Chancellor. 
The Land Transfer Bill, 1887, was the chief subject of consideration in 
that year. The Bill was fully considered by the members of the associa- 
tion, and, at a meeting held in London on the 12th of May, a of 
the general observations of the societies on the Bill was prepared by the 


- 


hon. secretary. The Council of the Inco Law Society also pre- 
elaborate on the Bill, which, on the whole, and 
Hy yee com: ion, the members of 


especially in its disapproval of pulsory registration, 
the ogsnelaaien fully . The Bill was amended and re-intro- 


duced in the following year, when the consideration of its policy 
aad dstlls wes SO A tation, consisting of members 


of 
Law and representatives 
parte of several members of the associated T olctine hed an interview with 


the Lord Chancellor (Lord Halsbury) on the 2ist of March, 1888 
in order to induce him to refer the Land Transfer Bill to a Select 
Committee. The Lord 
written statements which m 


ee peg 
ure ; on other , was 

cataly occupied with the Land Transfer , the question of county 
court costs wid the question of the right of persons other than solicitors 


to act as advocates before 
association obtained the 
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stated at length and discussed. On the withdrawal of the Land Transfer 
Bill in 1889, a resolution was passed on the 11th of July, 1889, expressing to 
the Council of the Incorporated Law Society the thanks of the provincial 
law societies for their exertions in opposing the Bill. On the 7th of March, 
1890, a conference was held between the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society and representatives of the associated societies, in view of the 
re-introduction of the Land Transfer Bill. It was determined to organize 
and carry out a Parliamentary opposition to the Bill in which 
every solicitor in the country should be invited to take part. Lists 
were prepared shewing the names of the practising solicitors in 
every constituency in England and Wales. ‘The Incorporated Law 
Society took charge of the metropolitan constituencies, and the associated 
provincial societies undertook the rest. The task of organizing this 
opposition had proceeded some way when operations were suspended by 
tbe withdrawal of the Bill. The question of making by legislation pro- 
vision for the payment of private trustees, and the Bankruptcy Bill, 1890, 
were the subjects which, next to the Land Transfer Bill, engaged the 
attention of the societies during the year 1890. In 1891 the attention of 
the association was again engaged with the Land Transfer Bill and the 
Public Trustee Bill. A meeting between a committee of the Council of 
the Incorporated Law Society and the members of the association was 
held in London on the 5th of March, 1891, and a deputation from 
that meeting subsequently attended the Lord Chancellor and the Chan- 
cellor of the Exchequer by appointment at the House of Lords, and 
stated their objections to the Public Trustee Bill, and especially to the 
principle involved in it of creating a State department for the transaction 
of private business of a kind requiring personal knowledge of the 
circumstances ‘of each case. Neither the Lord Chancellor nor the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer seemed inclined to yield to the objections 
urged. It may be noted, however, that the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
insisted on the permissive character of the Bill as an answer to several 
criticisms. The objection urged, that the proposed legislation was 
bureaucratic in its tendency, and might have the effect of annexing 
another branch of solicitors’ business to a State department, and for the 
benefit of the State, did not appear to be considered by either of 
the ministers as deserving attention. The events of the year 1892 
are in the memory of everyone, and do not require to be alluded to. 
The fact, however, may be stated that several law societies arranged inter- 
views with the parliamentary candidates for their districts on the subject 
of the Land Transfer Bill and Public Trustee Bill on the eve cf the 
election. In favour of this course it may be urged that, whilst it is 
usually difficult to get lay members of Parliament either to understand or 
to interest themselves in legal Bills, candidates are more impressionable 
and accommodating, and that the difficulty always experienced in resist- 
ing a Government Bill is to bring any independent opinion whatever to 
bear upon the subject. Members of Parliament are apt to treat represen- 
tations to them on legal matters as lawyers’ questions merely, and perhaps 
to suspect that there is lurking in the background something to do with 
costs. The above summary shews the value of concerted action by solici- 
tors acting through their law societies, and the necessity of continuing it. 
Fuller details will be given in a statement which is being prepared, but it 
is ho that this record, imperfect as it is, of what has been attempted 
and done by the associated provincial law societies, will be sufficient to 
shew the usefulness of the association. 





WAKEFIELD INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting was held on the 23rd of January, Mr. 
Baravmont (president) in the chair. 

The notice convening the meeting was taken as read. Mr. Plews read 
the report of the committee. The treasurer’s accounts were presented. 

Mr. Bzavmont, the retiring president, delivered his address to the 
members. 

In the course of his address he said:—During the past year several 
very stirring subjects have required the serious attention of all those con- 
nected with our profession, whether it be in our branch or in the other 
branch, and I suppose we shall all agree that the two chief features are 
the proposals as to legal procedure and the establishment of a public 
trustee. The former of these matters is dealt with by the report, and I 
venture to think that since the year 1854 no such sweeping proposals have 
been made in connection with the alteration of legal procedure, as the 
judges’ hundred-and-one resolutions would, if adopted, effect in our legal 
work. Many of these alterations would undoubtedly be improvements, but I 
think the profession, as a whole, agree that many of the resolutions would be 
altogether unworkable, and that the suggested modifications in the very 
able report of Mr. Justice Cave commend themselves to our judgment, as 
a whole, more than the resolutions of the judges in council. This ques- 
tion has received in the past, and will, I have no doubt, in the future 
receive very careful consideration, not only at the hands of your committee, 
but at the hands of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, who, 
certainly in this instance, are doing all they possibly can to safeguard the 
interests of suitors and, at the same time, the interests of our profession. 
The —_ trustee proposals stand on a different footing to the proposals 
as to legal procedure. The latter can be worked into a form useful and 
acceptable, but the Trustee Bill is in no sense wanted or demanded by the 
public; and to force upon the public such a Bill would, I venture to 
suggest, be giving coercion in a form which no Government would be 

ified in adopting. The expense to small estates, the red-tapism which 
would follow, and the general inconvenience to those interested would, if 
the Bill ever , 800n wreck its success, and create a strong feeling on 


the part of those who suffered, as I think they would through its opera- 
tion, for its repeal. 





Proposed by Mr. Lodges, seconded by Mr. Edmondson, and resolved :—. 


‘“‘That the report of the committee and the treasurer's accounts be 
accepted, and that the same and the president’s address be printed and 
circulated amongst the members.”’ 

Proposed by the President, seconded by Mr. Chalker, and resolved :— 
‘* That for the current year the treasurer do pay ont of the funds of this 
society, to the Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom; the 
subscription of each member of this society, to as to qualify him as a 
member of the Incorporated Law Society.’’ 

Proposed by Mr. Phillips, seconded by Mr. Charlesworth, and re- 
solved :—‘‘ That Mr. Herbert Beaumont be re-elected president for the 
current year.”’ 

Proposed by Mr. Plews, seconded by Mr. Greenwood, and resolved :— 
‘*That Messrs. Claude Leatbam and Isaac Kaberry be elected vice- 
presidents for the current year.’’ 

Mr. Henry Chalker was re-elected honorary treasurer, Messrs. H. Plews 
and W. Townend joint honorary secretaries, Mr. J. Charlesworth honorary 
librarian, and Messrs. Percy Barratt and J. F. Ianson auditors for the 
current year. 

The members of the committee were then ballotted for, and the presi- 
dent declared the following members duly elected—viz., Messrs. Edwards, 
W. H. B. Atkinson, Phillips, Charlesworth, Gould, Scott, and Greenwood. 

Proposed by Mr. Lodge, seconded by Mr. Eldridge, and resolved :— 
‘That the best thanks of the members be tendered to the president and 
the officers of the society for their services during the past year.’’ 

The business of the meeting was concluded by a vote of thanks to the 
chairman. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The accession of new members continues steadily. The roll 
now numbers 3 honorary member, 56 ordinary members, and 8 subscri- 
bers to the library. : 

Conditions of sale.—The idea has been promulgated of endeavouring to 
obtain the adoption of a uniform practice among law societies in this 
neighbourhood as to the use of one set of general conditions of sale, but 
although the proposal at first sight, perhaps, seems desirable, your com- 
mittee holds out little hope of its ultimate acceptance. It is intended, 
however, to bring the subject to the notice of the representatives of the 
various Yorkshire societies, who it is expected will shortly meet to deal 
with the matter of inclosure awards. s 

Inclosure awards,—Y our committee’s most as undertaking of the 
year has been the furtherance of the project which has for its object the 
printing and publication, by the West Riding County Council, of the 
whole of the inclosure awards (with schedules and plans) relating to open 
common lands within the Riding, but your committee regret that the rate 
of progress in bringing the matter to a conclusion is essentially slow. In 
January a conference was held, and was attended by delegates from the 
Yorkshire Law Society and the respective law societies of Halifax, Shef- 
field, Huddersfield, Dewsbury, and Wakefield. After discussion it was 
unanimously resolved that a request be made to the county council to 
have the whole of the awards and plans within the Riding printed and 
published ; that the several Yorkshire societies co-operate in approaching 
the county council ; and that a joint memorial be presented to the council 
on the subject. This memorial was accordingly prepared, sealed by all 
the said societies, and presented to the West Riding Law and Parlia- 
mentary Committee. Briefly the memorial stated that the awards are in 
many cases in the possession of various rectors or vicars in the different 
parishes, many are registered at the Deeds Registry in Wakefield, others at 
the office of the clerk of the peace, but some are not registered at either 
place ; that it is a source of great expense and inconvenience that journeys 
should have to be made from different parts of the Riding either to Wake- 
field or the parish where the award may happen to be, for inspection of the 
awards and plans ; that it would be of benefit to the local authorities and 
highway surveyors and the public generally, and of great advantage to 
local and general archeological societies, that the whole of the awards 
(with the plans relating thereto) in the West Riding of Yorkshire should 
be printed and published for sale to the members of the legal profession 
and the public generally. The memorial has been under the consideration 
of the West Riding Law and Parliamentary Committee, who, although 
regarding the object favourably, deem it advisable, in face of the con- 
siderable expenditure involved, to first confer with a deputation from the 
memorialists. It is expected that this conference will shortly be held, 
and it is hoped that afterwards some material progress will be made to- 
wards having the awards printed. ; : 

Legal procedure.—The report of the committee of the Council of Judges 
and their resolutions, which were considered by the Incorporated Law 
Society at their meeting, held at Norwich, in October, have also been con- 
sidered by your committee, and at the invitation of the Associated Pro- 
vincial Law Societies your committee sent a representative to London to 
attend a meeting, at which the report and resolutions were considered, as 
well also as the resolutions of the Norwich meeting, and various sugges- 
tions for alteration were made. The reprezentatives of the provincial 
societies were subsequently received by the president and committee of 
the London society, and submitted the resolutions which they had passed, 
and expressed also to the president and committee their views. The 
London society have presented a report to the Lord Chancellor, in which 
attention has eas paid to the representations of the country societies, and 
a further meeting is intended shortly to be held in London, at which your 
society will be represented. To various of the resolutions of the judges 
your committee, and indeed every other law society, feel grave objection, 
and it is to be hoped that the representations made to the Lord Chancellor 
on behalf of all the societies will have the effect of preventing any rules 
being made in accordance with those resolutions to which objection has 
been taken. 
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SHEFFIELD DISTRICT INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 
Members.—The number of members is new 155. 

Small Holdings Bill.—In consequence of a communication received from 
the secretary of the Incorporated Law Society, your secretary wrote to all 
the members of Parliament in the district, urging that the scheme of local 
registries, as suggested by Mr. Collings’ Bill, would work much better 
than registration of title in London, under the Land Transfer Act, as pro- 
posed by the Government Bill, and that the members should try to intro- 
duce Mr. Colliugs’ proposals in the Government Bill. In spite of this, 
your committee regret to say that the clauses as to registration of title 
have become law, as will be seen on reference to the notice of the Small 
Holdings Act. The town clerk has been appointed the local agent for the 
Borough of Sheffield. 

Report of the judges on legal procedure.—Without doubt the most important 
event of the year, from a legal point of view, is the report issued to the 
Secretary of State by the Council of Judges on the 6th of August last. 
The judges met, by virtue of section 75 of the Judicature Act, 1873, 
which directs such council to be held (inter alia) ‘‘ for the purpose of con- 
sidering the operation of the Act, and of the rules of court for the time 
being in force.’’ The judges are to be commended for the effort they 
have made in this report to induce reforms, both in civil and criminal 
procedure, which will meet the needs of the times. It would be out of 

lace here to criticize in ertenso the details of their report, which adopts, 
in several points, suggestions made by committees of the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society who sat to consider the same questions in 1882 
and 1892; butit should be pointed out that an alternative report was issued 
by Mr. Justice Cave, which the Council of the Incorporated Law Society 
in many respects preferred, though neither the judges’ nor Mr. Justice 
Cave's suggestions as to the method by which it is proposed to abolish the 
distinction between solicitor and client and party and party costs on 
taxation are a proper solution of the question. The judges appears to 
have made one great mistake in the preparation of their report, and that is 
in supposing that solicitors’ charges are what make litigation, in many 
cases, so expensive, and that, in order to cheapen it, these charges ought 
to be lessened. The fact is, that counsel's, court, and witnesses’ (par- 
ticularly professional witnesses’) fees usually account for the larger part of 
the expenses, and, if a saving of expense is to be obtained, it would more 
properly be obtained by lessening these. The judges’ report formed the 
principal subject of discussion at the meeting of the Incorporated Law 
Society at Norwich in October last, and to the reports of the papers read 
thereon and many able criticisms in the law papers members should refer. 
There is no doubt that the recent establishment of an informal arbitration 
tribunal in the City of London, and the proposal for the establishment of 
similar ones at Liverpool and Sheffield, shew clearly that the ordinary legal 
procedure is too slow, costly, and technical in many ways to please com- 
mercial men, and commercial cases are, to a great extent, being settled 
out of court. 

Solicitors sharing in brokers’ commission.—The committee have, in conse- 
quence of a communication from a member, re-affirmed the resolution 
passed by the committee on the 26th of April, 1888, to the effect that they 
see no impropriety in this course. 

Points of practice.-—The committee resolved that the purchaser of free- 
hold property in the district, from a trustee for sale under a will, or 
devisee, is entitled to demand the registration of the will, if not previously 
registered, at Wakefield, by the vendor, and at the vendor’s expense, as 
the purchaser’s title would not be safe without such registration. 

The committee resolved that, on sales of mortgaged property, the mort- 
gagee’s solicitor has no legitimate grievance if a mortgagor's solicitor 
advertises property for sale by auction without reference on the advertise- 
ment to the mortgagee’s solicitor. 

The committee decided that a vendor receiving interest on purchase- 
money, after the date fixed for comp'ction of a purchase, is bound to 
allow property tax in respect of such interest; this point being covered by 
Bebb v. Bunny (1 Kay & J. 216). 

Law students’ education —The committee decided not to subscribe to a 
ee gr course of law lectures, to be delivered at the Yorkshire College, 

s, on the ground that such lectures were not likely to be attended by 
Sheffield students, owing to distance. The committee met a deputation 
from the Sheffield law students on the question of improved legal educa- 
tion for articled clerks. The matter is now under consideration. 

Cireuit system.—A conference between the Associated Provincial Law 
Societies and the Incorporated. Law Society was held in London on the 
26th of January, 1893, when the conclusions come to were shortly as 
follows:—Grouping of counties for assize purposes is advisable, but 
special provision should be made for trying actions locally; quarter 
sessions jurisdiction should be extended; continuous sittings should be 
held in Lancashire and Yorkshire. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honours EXAMINATION. 
January, 1893. 
At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 


of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recom- 
mended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction :— 
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"ders with Mr. Frederick 








Finst Cuass. 
[In order of Meri 
Percy Hoiianp Cuampers, who eerved his 


West, of the firm of Messrs. West, King, Adams, &.Co., of London. 
Gegratp Trevor Bruce, who served his clerkship with Mr. Ivor Vachell, 
of the firm of Messrs. Ingledew, Ince, & Vachell, of Cardiff 


Hersert Hamiron Fox, who served his clerkship with Mr. Ernest 
Arthur Fuller, of London. ' 

Freperick Orci, Gurngy Cuamrion, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Frederick Shepherd Champion, of Brighton, and with Mr. Charles Goble 
Champion, of the firm of Messrs. Champion & Sons, of London, E.O. 


Szconp Crass. 
[In Alphabetical Order. ] 

Henry Cleather Burnett, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. Mur- 
ray Johnson, of the firm of Messrs. Budd, Johnsons, & Jecks, of London. 

Robert William Layard Dunlop, who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
White, Borrett, & Co., of London. 

John Clarke Gait, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henri John Sefton- 
Simmons; and Mr. Herbert Stanley-Jones, both of London.. 

George Henry Clark Lea, who served his clerkship with Mr. Walter 
David Davies, of London. 

Thomas Pugh, who served his clerkship with Mr. Percy Hamilton 
Hughes, of Birkenhead ; and Messrs. J. E. & H. Scott, of London. 

Walter Henry Tayler, who served his clerkship with the late Mr. Chas. 
Frederick Hart and Mr. William John Mann, both of Trowbridge; and 
Messrs. Whitakers & Woolbert, of London. 

Edwin Harris Thirlby, who served his clerkship with Mr. James Robert 
Pike, of the firm of Messrs. Merriman, Pike, & Merriman, of London. 


Turrp Crass. 
[{n Alphabetical Order.] 

Percival Wallis Allen, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. Robert 
Barber, of Nottingham. . 

Frederick Berryman, who served his clerkship with Mr. Samuel Brittle, 
of Nottingham. 

Henry Francis Bowker, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas Bow- 
ker, of London. 

Basil Haig Fell, LL.B., who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry Ash- 
worth James, of the firm of Messrs. Williams & James, of London. 

Walter Gaskell, who served his clerkship with Mr. George Henry Mills, 
of the firm of Messrs. Mills & Ourry, of London. 

Constanstine de Courcy Hamilton, late a barrister. 

Sebastian Hosgood, who served his clerkship with Mr. Harry Alexander 
Badham, of Tewkesbury. 

John Campbell Inglis, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. Richard 
Lake Harrison, of the firm of Messrs. Waterhouse, Winterbotham, & 
Harrison, of London. 

Sidney James Miller, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry John 
Whitehead, of Cambridge; and Messrs. Mackrell & Ward, of London. 

Mark O’Connor, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas Robert 
Pennington, of the firm of Messrs. Bremner, Son, & Pennington, of Liver- 


ol. 
ty Watson Oldershaw, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Alfred Octavius Kirby, of the firm of Messrs. Gedge, Kirby, & Millett, of 
London. 

Philip Vivian Rose, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry Eland 
Norton and Sir Philip Frederick Rose, Bart., of the firm of Messrs. Nor- 
ton, Rose, Norton, & Co., of London. 

Henry Harrison Stockdale Ross, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Thomas Gibson, of the firm of Messrs. Maxsted & Gibson, of Lancaster ; 
and Messrs. Bell, Brodrick, & Gray, of London. 

Alan Reed Taylor, who served his clerkship with Mr. James Parkinson 
Taylor, of the firm of Messrs. Taylor, Hoare, & Box, of London. 

John Major Burrow Turner, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry 
Edward Furnival, of Stoke-upon-Trent. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded the following prizes of books :— 

‘To Mr. Chambers —prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s-inn— 
value 10 guineas; the Daniel Reardon Prize—value about 25 neas. 

To Mr. Bruce—prize of the Honourable Society of Clifford’s-inn—value 
10 guineas. 

To Mr. Fox—prize of the Honourable Society of New-inn—value 5 


guineas. 

To Mr. Champion—prize of the Incorporated Law Society—value 5 
guineas. 

The council have also awarded to Mr. Chambers ‘‘ The John Mackrell 
Prize ’’—value about £12 103. 

The council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 

Eighty-eight candidates gave notice for the examination. 





Pretimmnary ExAMtnation. 
candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Preliminary Examination held on the Ist and 2nd of 
February, 1893 :— 


Abbott, Francis Edwin Berry, Harry Leopold Firth 
Ashling, Herbert Bolsover, Rowland Haworth 
Backhouse, Thomas James Greaves Bourke, Wellesley 

Baker, Hugh Bernard Bradley, Grove Smith 

Bath, Robert Bradley, William Bertram 
Beall, Edward Metcalie- Burrows, Sterndale 





Beardsley, William Frederick Bent Bush, Ferdinand 
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Campbell, George James Maguire, Thomas 
Clifford, Thomas Reginald Brooke Marsden, Edward 


Cockshutt, Joseph Mason, Daniel Johnston 
Comely, Robert Metcalfe, Frederick Evelyn 
Crisp, John Wilson Moberly, Edward Haworth Von Esson 


Cross, Ambrose Betham 
Crumbie, Norman Thomson 
Cullerne, Charles Pulteney 
Darch, Francis William 

Davies, Arthur William 

Davies, David Berrington Griffith 
Davies, Edwin Dowland 


Moore, Henry 

Morgan, Reginald William 
Morris, Percival Darter 
Morris, William Francis 
Openshaw, Edward 
Pickles, Hartley 

Pollitt, James Sumner 


Dean, Samuel Bowers Pope, Edward Alexander 
De Frece, Alfred Price, Gwilym Rhys 
Du Bois, Edward Pyke, Manuel Castello 

, Ernest Willis Ratford, John Francis 
tg Beckley Rawlings, James Percy Salmon 
Ford, William Lowry Roberts, William Lionel Lloyd 
Fry, Hubert Gerald Robinson, Bertram Langhorne 
Galliford, Edwin Rotherham, Arthur Kevitt 


Galsworthy, Hamilton Schwabe, Horace Foster 
Hall, Charles John Ernest Seaman, Charles Hubert Alfred 
Hamilton, Gibson Warwick l’inlay Sharpe, Alan Frederic 
Hamp, Robin Percy Smith, Leslie Humphery 

d, Linton Sidney Springett, Thomas Brook Springett 
Hastie, Conrad William Webster Steward, George Frederick Rudston 
am — Fuller Baines Stokes, George Lort 


" Stott, John Horace 
Hermitage, Donald Sutton, George 

Hind, Robert Barrow Trehane, John Wevill 
Hiscocks, George Henry Vaughan, Thomas 

Holt, Arthur Veitch, John Hardinge 
Hughes, Charles Edward Price Watson, John Bannatyne 
Hunt, Clifford Holmes Weatherhead, Harry Robinson 
Johnstone, Leopold Foster 


White, Charles 
Kaye, Arnold Joseph White, Frederick 
Kekewich, Trehawke George Walter Wiley, Esmond Henry 
Kemp, Horace Marcy Wilkins, Francis 
Larcome, Albert James Williams, Clarence Emlyn Vaughan 
Lee, Charles Wilfrid Williams, Rowland Charsley 
Lloyd, Thoinas Mitchell Worth, Edward Lyttleton 
Lockett, George Gordon Young, George 
Lomax, John Knight Youll, John Harold 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Biruincuam Law Srupents’ Socrery.—February 20.—Mr. Frank 8. 
Pearson, LL.B., presiding. A debate took place on moot point No. 806: 
‘‘That it is expedient that the law should be altered so as to place a 
married woman, as regards contractual liability, in the position of a feme 
sole.”? Mr. H. A. McCardie opened in the affirmative, and was followed 
by Mesers. J. H. Frost, 8S. James, and F. H. G. Tyndall. Messrs. W. S 
Plows, A. A. Caddick, H. F. Simpson, and A. Rogers Ford spoke in the 
negative, and the voting resulted in a majority of two for the affirmative. 


Law Srupents’ Desatinc Soctrry.—Feb. 22.—Mr. Clarence Harcourt 
in the chair. The subject of debate was: ‘‘That, in the opinion of this 
society, members of Parliament should be paid by the State for their 
services.”” The debate was opened in the affirmative by Mr. C. J. Parker, 
and in the negative by Mr. W. R. Kinipple. The following members also 

ke :—Messrs. Archer White, Henderson, Nugent, Chaplin, Herbert 

mith, Armstrong, Woodhouse, Watkins, Blagden, Davies, Willson, and 

Clarke. Mr. Parker replied. There was a good attendance of members. 
The motion was lost by a large majority. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


Sir Henry Fox Bristowe, Q.C., Vice-Chancellor of the Duchy of Lan- 
caster, died at the Cliffe, Nantwich, on Monday night. Early last year 
he had a severe attack of influenza, and he was granted three months’ 
leave of absence, but he never recovered his strength, though he resumed 
his sittings in court after Easter and continued them till the beginning 
of November, when he was taken ill, but up to Christmas last he 
held weekly sittings of his court at his house. He was called to 
the bar in 1847 and became a Q.C. in 1869. He had an extensive 
practice at the equity bar, and was universally esteemed as a sound 
and able lawyer. He was editor of the Weexty Rerorrer from its 
commencement in 1852, until 1859. He was appointed Vice-Chancellor 
of the Duchy in 1881, and was subsequently knighted. Mr. Robinson, 
Q.C., who had been appointed by the Chancellor of the Duchy to 
discharge the duties of the office for six months in consequence of Sir 
Henry’s illness, in announcing the Vice-Chancellor’s death, said that Sir 
Henry Bristowe would be sadly missed, as he was a most able lawyer and 
always very courteous to the bar and the public. He would be only carry- 
ing out the Vice-Chancellor’s wishes were he alive if they continued to 
hear the “heard case on which they were engaged, and at its close 


adjourn the court until further notice. Mr. Rotch, Q.C., on behalf of the 
bar, was sure that all who had pleaded before Sir Henry would feel that 
they had lost a dear friend as well as an upright and painstaking judge. 








We observe with regret the announcement of the death, on the 19th 
inst., at Homefield, Netherhall-gardens, Hampstead, in his sixty-third 
year, of Mr. Satomon Sryer, senior member of the firm of Spyer & Sons, 
of 53, New-Broad-street, E.C., member of the Court of Common Council, 
and a Lieutenant of the City of London. 


The death is announced of Sir Cuartes Lewis on the 10th inst. In 
former Parliaments he represented, first, Londonderry from 1872 to 
October, 1886, when he was unseated on petition, then North Antrim in 
the last Parliament. 





APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. James Wiiu1am Best, of the Madras Civil Service, has been ap- 


pointed Judge of the High Court of Judicature at Madras, in the place of 
Mr. Francis Henry Wilkinson, who has resigned that office. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.urTion. 

Gronce Lockyer and Atrrep Georce Dixy, solicitors, 1, Gresham- 
buildings, Basinghall-street, London (Lockyer & Dinn). Feb. 15, The 
eaid Alfred George Dinn will continue the said business in his own name 
and on his own account. [ Gazette, Feb. 17. 





INFORMATION WANTED. 

Wanted, the Will, made since 1876, of the late Acnes Maruiipg, widow 
of Cuartes Le Fenvure, formerly partner in the late firm of Coates & Le 
Febure, shipbrokers, of the City of Cork. A liberal reward will be given. 
Apply to A. C. Beattie, solicitor, Exchange-chambers, Copthall-avenue, 
London. 





GENERAL. 


The Lincoln’s-inn-fields Transfer Bill came before the examiner in the 
House of Commons on Tuesday, and was reported as having failed to 
comply with the standing orders. 


At the Dorchester Assizes the grand jury, on being discharged, made a 
presentment that they regretted to learn that there was a proposal for 
grouping certain counties, of which Dorset was one, for the trial of civil 
business. The grouping of counties for criminal business had been found 
inconvenient and expensive, and it was likely that grouping for civil busi- 
ness would prove equally inconvenient and expensive. They were of 
opinion that no alteration should be made in the present system, under 
which two assizes for civil and three assizes for criminal business are held 
in each county every year. Mr. Justice Lawrance said he entirely agreed 
with their presentment, but he also pointed out that any such change as 
grouping counties for civil business could only be carried out by an Act of 
Parliament. 


In addressing the grand jury at the Middlesex County Sessions, the 
chairman, Mr. R. D. M. Littler, Q.C., said he was sorry to see that serious 
crime in the country did not decreaso. This would continue to be the 
case until habitual criminals were made to feel that, when detected, they 
would be sentenced to long terms of imprisonment, and until powers were 
given to the police to call upon persons they knew to be habitual criminals 
to shew how they were earning their living. There were large numbers of 
persons who were known never to do an honest day’s work, and the police 
were powerless to deal with them, although it was known they were 
habitual criminals. Fifty per cent. of the crime committed in the country 
remained undetected, ma would remain so until these well-known 
criminals could be dealt with. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reoistears 1x ATTENDANCE ON 


















Date AppgaL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
. No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Monday, Feb. ............000+ -f Mr. Leach Mr. Rolt = i 
Godfrey vie 
ine 1 —, Rolt Oar 
: ] vie 
3 Leach Rolt 
4 Godfrey Lavie 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srieuine. Kexewicn. Romen. 
Monday, Feb. ..........cs0000+- 27 Mr. Beal Mr. Ward Mr. Jackson 
Tuesda’ Pugh Pemberten Clowes 
Beal Ward Jackson 
Pugh Pemberton Clowes 
Beal Ward Jackson 
Pugh Pemberton Clowes 
‘Waknine To tntenpInc House Purcuasers & Lessezs.—Before pi ing or senting 


a house have the a aon A. an eee 
Westminster (Estab 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c:—[Apvs.] 
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BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 


ay mie Fr 9, at 15, Westbourne-road, Sheffield, the wife of Reginald Benson, solici- 

tor, 

Bere 7. 13, at 4, Sussex-gardens, W., the wife of Archibald H. Boyd, barrister-at- 
aw, of a son. 

Bucx.ey-Ropericx.—Feb. 7, at Fronheulog, Lianelly, Carmarthenshire, the wife of W. 
Buckley-Roderick, svlicitor, of a son. 

Kespe.u.—Feb. 13, at 88, Elsworthy-road, Primrose-hill, N.W., the wife of George 
Kebbell, solicitor, "of a daughter 

Mippierox.—Feb. 10, at Ly: nwood, Far Headingley, Leeds, the wife of Gilbert Middleton, 
solicitor, of a son. 

ae .—Feb. 10, at Beverley, East Yorkshire, the wife of John Robert Procter, solicitor, 
of a 

Situ. —Feb. 20 at 2, The Mansions, Bramham-gardens, South Kensington, the wife of 
C. Lacey Smith. barrister-at-law, of a son. - 


MARRIAGES. 


Torn—Moorr.—Feb. 14, at St. Mary Abbott's, Kensington, James Penning Torr, 
barrister-at-law, L.C.C., of 12, Avonmore-road, K: mgt a ‘emple, 
to Beatrice Ettie de J ersey, eldest Fee of ¥ va Rey. Thos. M heuer of 
All Hallows the Great and Less, Upper Thames-street, E.C. 

Witp—Witxinson.— Dec. 7, at St. Augustine’s Church, Mentone, Set late Wild, of 
Melbourne, solicitor, youngest son of the late Henry ~~ Wild, of Belsize-park- 

ens, | to Edith, second daughter of Louis C . Wilkinson, of Mentone, 


Victoria, A’ 
DEATHS. 
Grearuead.—Feb. 14, at 10, The Banks, Rochester, J. Arthur W. Greathead, solicitor, 


é 


39. 
Haxrcreaves.—Feb. 12, at Bow, Durham (the home of his cousins), John George Har- 


greaves, Esq., M.A., solicitor, 75. 
Srver.—Feb. 19, at Homefield, etherhall. ens, Hampstead, Salomon §; » senior 
member of the firm of Spyer & Sons, 53, New Broad-street, E.C., Menor + the Court 


of Common Council and a Lieutenant of the City of London, 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gaszette.—Fripay, Feb. 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lunrep 1s CHANoERY. 

Harvey Granam & Co, Loutren—Creditors are uired,on or before April 1, to send 
their names and addresses, and the pee He a of their debts or claims, to Thomas 
ertoee Biss, Aldermary House, Watling st. Hicks, Old Jewry chmbrs, solor for 
iqui 

Uptoyx_ Omnieus ano Carriace Co, Lamrsee—Cneitiow are uired, on or before Feb 28, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
Merrett Wade, 5, Fenwick st, Liverpool 

Unuimrrep 1x CHANCERY. 

Norrssrook Inpian Sociery—Creditors are required, on or before April 7, to send —_ 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred Jam: 
South Quekett, 35, Lincoln’s inn fields 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

FemaLe Friznpiy Society, Wheatsheaf Inn, oe. Fg 7h Feb 9 

Hercuaneum Sick axp Buriat Society, 78, Duke st, Liverpool. Feb 13 

Jarrow Equitas_e Co-operaTiveE Society, Tent Clayton st, Jarrow, Durham Feb 9 

Ratyow Union Frienpty Socigry, Schoolroom, Rainow, nr Macclesfiel eld, Chi Chester Feb 9 

London Gazette.—Tuxspay, Feb. 21. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luwitep 1s CHANCERY. 

Barrineton & Co, Liurrzep—Creditors are required, on or before April 8, to send their 

names and addresses, and the Sedan of their debts or claims, to ey Edward 
» ey House, Basinghall st. Worth, Coleman st, solor for Tiquidato 

Evan@Ee.icat Newspaper Co, gn Fee tors are required, on « ——y 27, to 
send their names and addresses of their debts or claims, to the Rev 
James Joseph Eilis, care of Beckford & Hall, 61, West Smithfield ne 

* reg ne ee TEAMSHIP Co, Linrrep—Petn — apy eb 15, — os 

to be heard at the Royal Courts on Saturday, March Lie 

seem rls for io Co, L: Petn for winding up, presented Feb 
OUNTAIN’S Wirz ManuractTuRine IMITED—. or u eb 15, 
directed to be heard on March 11.’ Emmet & 4 for Claude 
Leatham & Co, Wakefield, solors for otioe of appearing, must reach the 
abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in afternoon of March 10 

TSsaes col ghdstien end’ tha anata of tay Gale on tole te Mike Teen 

e or ) 2, 
pet, ddewen & Son, Derby, solors for liquidator 

wi phere Ss: & Liurtep—Creditors are req = or before April 8, to send their 

names and addresses, and the ——s their debts or claims, to John Beardmore, 

29, Market ~ oy Burslem. Bennett & Baddeley, Hanley, solors for liquidator 

FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 

Usioyw Conrectionery Society, Liurrep, 106, Mile End rd. Feb 18 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
. London Gazette-—Faivay, Feb. 3. 
5) H ’ Do Glo ucester, . 
a ions penningten, Geese. BG March 1. Harbidge v Harbidge, 
Chester, Master Mariner. Marchi. Treadwell 


TREADWELL, Grorar Mitvar, —— a 
v Clarke, Registrar, power ull, Liverpool 
ndon Gazette. ages Feb. 7. 


Lez, Epw ano, Pn Bow, Flour F; March 5. Chitty, J. Pope, Grecian 
chmbrs, Devereux ct, Temple 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Feb. 10. 
, Pembroke, Merchant. March 10. John v Rees, 





Regs," BexJamin Ey ays, 
Stirling, J. Evans, 
London Gazette. Eman Feb. 14. 
Bupp, Davip, Warnham, near Horsham, Sussex, Builder. March 14. Nightingale v 
Laws Weta *ia Clacton La , Essex, F March Gurneys 
aws, Witi1am, Little x, Farmer. 10. v la 
= hn Sd " Grimwade, Hadleig “a lca <a 
RATISLAW, AtseRT Henry, Manor een. March 6. Wratislaw v 
Rodwell, Kekewich, J. ‘Roberts, New sq, Lincoln’s 


London Gasette.—Fuipay, Feb. 17. 
Buewy, Ricwarp, , Lancaster, Gentleman. March 15, Draper v Dobell, Registrar, 
Nicuoisoy, Ricnaro Mippiere.t, Yealand Steet we G nr Carnforth, Joiner. March 18 
Arkle vy Nicholson, Registrar, Preston Higson, Preston 
London Gasette.—Tusspvay, Feb. 21. 
Maem, 3 Dvusrans, Mirfield, York, Joiner March 17. Wharton v Hallas, Chitty, J. 


New “a a bie Lypstox, Park, nr Exeter, Bart. March 25. Newman vy Newman, 
North, J. Hulbert, Charles st, St James’s sq 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cra. 
London Garetie.—Tuuspay, Jan. 81. 
Aes, Lucy, Parthenia rd, Poole park, Fulham Mari Saxton & Morgan, Somerset st, 


Po 8c . 
ARNOLD, JosxrH, Salford, Pawnbroker Feb24 Hankinson & Son, Manchester 
Barnes, Exvizaperu, Arcachon, Gironde, France Mar7 Keightley & Co, Liverpool 
Resume, Laly Caruerte Rayrmonp, Onslow grdns Mar 25 Wade & Lyall, St Helen's 
Bova», Waa Henry, Shirehampton, nr Bristol, Yeoman Feb 20 Bush & Bush, 


Cartetoy, Lypia Jane, Napier, Hawkes Bay, New Zealand Mar 4 Moeran, Chancery lane 

Cuarman, Marrusw, Cheetham, Manchester,Geni Mari Dixon & Linnell, Manchester 

Dever, Mary Jonpey, Rugeley, Staffs Feb14 Gardner & Sons, Rugeley 

Evwarps, Jony Warrrretp, Peckham Park rd, Shirt Manufacturer Feb 28 Green, 
Powerscourt rd, Clapton 


Esuett, Raves, Halliwell, Lancs, Gent March 31 Brownlow, Horwich 

Exmerr, Witt1am Henry, Horwich, Surgeon March 31 Brownlow, Horwich, nr Bolton 
Gissoys, Louisa, Dunmow, Essex, Brewer March 1 Wade & Co, Dunmow 

Gispoys, Taomas, Duamow, Brewer March1 Wade & Co, Dunmow 

Gonavm, Mg ore Hollinwood, Oldham, Licensed Victualler March 14 Blackburn & 


myth, 
Gusen,, REDERICK, Tacolnestone, Norfolk, Licensed Victualler Feb 28 Preston & Sons, 


Harrison, Erizaseta, Withington, Lancs March 4 Wood & Williamson, Manchester 
Hicersorrom, James, Ashton under Lyne, Coal Dealer MarchS Ellison, Ashton 


Secu, ed Eveninctoy, Swansea, Auctioneer Mari Collins & Woods, Swansea 

Jenxixs, CuagLorre, Abergaveny,Mon Mar25 Gabb & Walford, Abergavenny 

Jones, James Epwix, Wrington, Somerset Feb 28 Benson & Co, Bristol 

Jorvan, Frances, Bath April 10 Pearce, Bath 

Newman, Epwarp, Romsey, Southampton, Outfitter Mari Sharp & Co, Southampton 

Nicuo.sox, Jonny Nortos, Downham Market, Norfolk,Gent Feb 10 Reed & Wayman, 
Downham Mark 


Ox.ey, Exiza, Pontefract Feb 10 Foster & Raper, Pontefract 

Percy, Rosert, Kingston upon Hull,Gent Mari15 England & Co, Hull 

Perre, Frances Mary, Cavendish, Suffolk April1 Wade & Lyall, St Helen’s place 

Pizrce, Joux Lioyp, Queen’s gardens, Paddington Mar 1 Holmes & Son, Bedford row 

Prince, Freperics, Hulme, Manchester, Beer Retailer Mari Powell, Manchester 

Renyiz, WyxpHam Groroe, Park lane, Lieutenant in Royal Lancers Mar 10 Avory, 
Sessions House, Old Bailey 


Sayppacu, Hansan, Ashton on Mersey Mar4 Wood & Williamson, Manchester 
Scuorizip, Joux, Honley, nr Huddersfield, Innkeeper Feb 25 Kidd & Bentley, Holmfirth 
Suiru, Tuomas Henry, Linton on Ouse, Yorks, Farmer Mar 1 Hopps & Be(ford, Leeds 
Suyvru-Picorr, Aangs Ciara, Brighton Feb 28 Bramble & Watts, Bristol 

Soper, Saver Heyay, Brighton, Draper Maril Nye, Brighton 

Srencer, Tuomas, Peterborough, retired Builder Feb 28 Wilson, Peterbérough 
Srarkey, Gzoros Fosrsr, Nottingham, Innkeeper Mar 31 Freeth & Co, Nottingham 
Tay.or, Goro, Bolton, Brassfounder March 4 Bradbury, Bolton 

Texspais, Cuarizs Baker, Lamarsh Rectory, Essex Feb 26 Dimond & Son, Wimpole 


street 
Tuoursox, Mary, Woodbridge, Suffolk March 4 Welton, Woodbridge 
Tucx, Witttam Jous, Richmond, Surrey March 6 Edward Potton, 28, Rowan rd, Brook 
Turner, Witt1am Caarues, Farnley Tyas, nr Huddersfield March 6 Newell, Braiford 
Wa .is, Heyry, Southsea, Timber Dealer March 15 Way & Son, Portsea 
Weeatiey, Jaye, Tynemouth May1 Ingledew & Co, Newcastle on Tyne 
Wisox, Wiii1aM Jonx, Brighton, Esq March 15 Gush & Co, Finsbury circus 
Wormap, Wii114M, Hertford, Esq Feb 28 Harries & Co, Coleman st 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Feb. 3. 
sense, Mons Ayn, Croydon rd, Anerley March 20 Langhams, Bartlett’s bidgs, Hol- 
Aw Txo! Witiiam, 0 formerly Postmaster for South West 
oe District of London asech's. Barker, Beilford row 
Benton, Grorce, Wyberton, Lincs, Farmer March 6 Millington & Simpson, Boston 
Busy, Bexsauin, Waberthwaite, Cumbrid, Gent March 5 Butler, Broughton in Fur- 
Deasewehte Louisa, Moston, Manchester Feb 28 Furniss, Buxton 
Ciare, Joux Covenrox, Deal, retired Master Mariner March 4 Brown & Brown, 
Cocxertox, Epwarp Heyry, Kingsdown rd, Upper Holloway March 1 Donaldson 
Bedford row 
Croxrorp, Henzy, Faversham, Kent, Licensed Victualler March 1 Johnson, Faversham 
Daaruiva, Georer, the elder, Denton Burn, Newburn, Northumbrid, Shoemaker March 1 
Ward, Newcastle on 
Davipsox, ALexanpger Owen, Ashford, Kent March 17 Mowll & Mowll, Ashford 
Duscqs, Guanene Epmonp, Fulham rd, Licensed Victualler April 1 Savage, Ludgate 


Deacoy, ExvizapeTa Eutty, Fulham rd April1 Savage, Ludgate hill 


Havas, Buss Anan, Kirkley, South Lowestoft March 2 Hulberts & Hussey, New sq, 
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Galen. Wiittam Nicnoras, St David, Arizona, US of A Feb15 Hyde & Co, Ely pl, 
olborn 

Gairritn, Joux, Liverpool, Gent Feb 28 Wright & Co, Liverpool 

Hatt, Geoxor, Sheffield, Cutlery Manufacturer March 11 Branson & Son, Sheffield 


Hats, a, gee on Thames, Upholsterer March 2 Taylor, Lincoln’s inn fields 
and 
Hvaues, J omen, a nr Wolverhampton, Farmer Colmore & Monckton, Birmingham 


Law, Emma Jerrreys, Clifton, Bristol March 24 Press & Inskip, Bristol 


Laster, Joux, Croughton Rectory, nr Brackley, co Northampton, Clerk in Holy Orders 
March 25 H & E H Small, Buckingham 

Lovert, Witt1am Goven Gunatns, Soulbery, nr Leighton Buzzard, Esq,D L March 1 
Hunters & Haynes, New sq, Lincoln’s ion 

Luxx, Co.ty, Richmond, Surrey, retired Tobacconist March 11 Ginn & Matthew, Cam- 


‘bri ridge 
Matownex, Jouy, Bideford, Devon, Esq March 2 Dimond & Son, Wimpole st 


Maveass, James, Madeley Heath, Staffs, Brick Manufacturer March 3 T & E Slaney, 
ewcastle 
Mansrievp, Farpertcx Tuomas, Eastville, Glos, Painter March 25 Benson & Co, Bristul 


Murray, Janes Anprew, St Mary’s1d, Peckham, Doctor of Medicine March3 Linnett, 
lity court, Chancery lane P 

Peywy, Saran Jaye, Bristol March25 Benson & Co, Bristol 

Perry, Frances, Avenue road, 8t John’s Wood March10 Gedge & Co, Old Palace yard, 
Westminster 7 

Pireriu, Ann Exizanetu, Norwich March8 Gilbert, Norwich 

Rirey, Mary, Banbury, Oxon March4 Fairfax, Banbury 

Rogers, WItuiaM aapeee s, Esq, MB, BA Cambs, MRCS Eng March 15 Sedgwick 
& atfor¢ 

Rumsey, Tuomas, Carnforth, Lancs, Gent March4 Fawcett, Carnforth 

Suaw, Witu1am, Southport, Gent March 1 Brown & Co, Southport 

Bracy, Wit.tiam, Norwich, Gent Mari Miller & Co, Norwich 


Sreruens, Jane, Chumleigh, Devon Mar 3 Pomeroy & Tanner, Bristol 


Swas, Euizasetn Auscer, Knottingley, Yorks, Widow Mari4 Carter & Co, Pontefract 


Tuompsox, Sauvet Henry, Broad Green, Lancs, Esq Mar 13 Garnett & Co, Liverpool 
Tucker, Tuomas, Crickhowell, co Brecon, Gent Marl Jacob, Abergavenny 
Wackerparre, Cnarces, Margate, Gent Feb 11 Smith, Ludgate hill 

Wa ker, Mary, Portinscale, nr Keswick Mar 12 Gatey, Ambleside 


Watuis, Atrrep, Swanley, Kent, Commission Agent Mar7 J & J C Hayward, Dartford | field 
Rosamc 


London Gazelte.—Turspay, Feb. 7. 
Austin, Evizaneta, Newmarket All Saints Mar21 Button & Aylmer, Newmarket 
Bairer, Mary, Horsley Heath, Tipton, Staffs Feb 28 Betham, West Bromwich 
Bares, Tuomas, Great Barr, Staffs, Farmer Mari Ansell & Ashford, Birmingham 
Bowker, Ex1za, Pond st, Hampstead Mar 20 Underwood & Co, Holles st, Cavendish sq 
Braysner, ELten Drew, Westbury on Trym, Glos Mar7 Hartley, Old Broad st 
Buck, Ricnarp, Redland, Bristol, Accountant Mar7 A. G. & N. G. Heaven, Bristol 
Buaarins, Renecca, Brighton Mar10 Nye, Brighton 


Burtoyx, Joux, Holmfirth, Yorks, Schoolmaster Mar 26 Meller, Holmfirth and | 
Huddersfield 
CaLuEenpar, James Monracue, Ryde, 1.W. Marchi1 Tylee & Co, Essex st, Strand 


Dean, Jon, Hart st, Bloomsbury, Auctioneer March 18 Hammond, Bedford row 
Devis, Josern, Oldbury, Worcs, Surveyor March 15 Wright & Marshall, Birmingham 


Dorr, Faxyy Exxiort, St Leonards on Sea May 15 Brown & Co, Finsbury pavement 
Epsuunps, Emma, Worcester March 11 Southall, Worcester 

Epwarps, Ameria Anne Bianrorp, Westbury on Trym, Glos March 7 Wilkins & Co, 
Sass Eee Nottingham, retired Lace Manufacturer March8 Day, Nottingham 
Ex.is, Mary Exizasetu, Sandford ter, Leeds April7 Addyman & Kaye, Leeds 


Farmer, Beysamiy, Kilburn piers. 8t John’s Weol, Gent March 31 Bentwitch, Cor- 
poration chmbrs, Guildhall yard 

Fucker, Exiza Jaye, Queen’s ~ Bayswater, Confectioner Feb 23 Hogan & Hughes, 
Martin’s lane, Cannon st 

Gitsert, Wit114m, Totley, co Derby, out of business March7 Smith & Co, Sheffield 


Hazexton, Josern, Chipping Norton, Oxon, Huntsman April 10 Wilkins & Toy, 
Chipping Norton 

Hort, Curisrorpner Were, High st, Sutton, Printer Feb 28 Wells, Paternoster row 

Hvucarxs, Joun, Broad st, Golden sq, Brewer, Esq March 18 Coldham, New Inn 

Irpy, Tuomas Wiit1am, Rushmere, Suffolk, Clerk in Holy Orders March 3 Reeve & 

Mayhew, Lowestoft 

James, Ricnarp, Manchester, Merchant Marchi1l Hadfield & Co, Manchester 

Kemp, Matitpa Moore, Handsworth, Staffs March 21 Thorne & Co, Wolverhampton 

Leicn, Mary, Blackburn Feb 20 Platts, Blackburn 

Lock, Wit.1aM, Birmingham, Factor March 1 Bradley & Cuthbertson, Birmingham 


Love, James Epwarp, Birkby, nr Huddersfield, Cloth Merchant March 1 Fisher, 
Mac R --~§ Barnstaple, Gent April1 Law & Brewer, Barnstaple 

Mackret, Sorma, Barnstaple Aprill Law & Brewer, Barnstaple 

Mantis, Jony, the elder, Romford, Essex, Blacksmith March 8 Hunt & Co, Romford 


Mire _ My James Stock, Pembury rd, Lower Clapton, Gent March 25 Potter & Co» 





st, Cheapside 
Moxsox, = Evge.Lyn , am Croft, Lincs, Clerk in Holy Orders April6 Toynbee & Co, 
ncoln 


Morris, Jutia, Bowdon, co Chester April3 Dendy & Paterson, Manchester 

Panavise, Georce, Uley, Glos, Farmer Feb 20 Francillon, Dursley 

Ferns, Rosert, Plymouth, Gent Maris Gidley & Son, Plymouth 

| Rosinson, Joz, Thongsbridge, nr Huddersfield, Manufacturer Mar 11 Learoyd & Co, 
Sinema So Fenay bridge, nr Huddersfield, Gent Mari5 Brook & Co, Hudders- 


nD, ALFRED, Treadway st, Bethnal green, Cigar Maker April 5 Eastwood & Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 


| Rywer, Eurty, Brighton March 15 Gush & Co, Finsbury circus 
| SanpeRson, Ricuarp, Clitheroe, Lancs, Gent April15 Baldwin & Co, Clitheroe 


| Sancexr, ba mee pe K, Belsize park gardens, Hampstead April 3 Simpson & Cullingford, 
Gracechurch st 
| Surru, A paomaeae Fairfield, West Derby, Lancs, Gent Feb 20 Burton & Colman, Liver- 


poo 

| Srarrorp, te Mitsury, Elwick, Durham, Farmer March 1 Harrison & Barker, 
West Hartlepool 

| Sransey, Huan, +" rthenden, Chester, Innkeeper March 25 Johnsons, Stockport 


| TownenD, Jouy, Walton, Yorks, peeeae Keeper Marl0 Mander & Co, Wakefield 


Wa a Cu: oe Gayton rd, Hampstead, retired Butch Mar 8 Wilkinson & Son, 
ooms! 
| Wueecer, Tuomas, Little Keyford, nr Frome, Somerset, Dyer Mar 11 Clarke & Son, 


Leeds 
' Witsoy, Hewyry Roaer, Cheltenham, Esq Mari5 Ticehurst & Sons, Cheltenham 











BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. Hanks, Ronert, Acomb, nr York, Wheelwright York | Payye 


Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 


mS re Govteg, Cork Cutter Coventry Pet 
Fe 


London Gazette.—Frivay, Feb. 17. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Apuixetoy, Atbert F, Peacock st, Newington Butts, 
Builder High Court Pet Jan 25° Ord Fe 
ALLEN, b ggg Musgrave crescent, Walham green, News- 
vendor High Court Pet Dec 23 Ord Feb 14 


Brackixa, Samvuet Auiey, [field rd, West Brompton, 
Baker High Court Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 


vate 7 Burnley, Taper Burnley Pet Feb14 Ord | 


Burton, Bexsamin, Gt Sate, + Milk Selkr Not- 
tingham Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 1 
CAMMELL, i. Kingston upon ell, Lodging house 
Keeper Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 13 
Cnampers, Mary Ricpy, Albert place, Victoria rd, Ken- 
sington, Widow High Court Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 11 
Comerrorp, names James, Gt Marlborough st, Clerk at 
a ic Publishing Co High Court Pet Dec 9 


De Monryy, ie Le Comrr, Bristol Hotel, ealingien 
ms High Court Pet Oct 3 Ord Feb 1 
ae, Gt Grimsby, Shipwright at Grimsby 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 
Epmoxpsox, Jonn Wii.1am, Stainmore, Weteull, Inn- 
keeper Kendal Pet Febi4 Ord Feb1 
Emery, Juuia, and Emmy Emery, Toleutee, Stationer 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 
Evaxs, Danret, Swansea, ae Merchnat’s Agent Swan- 
sea Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 
ee | Wiper Darlingto 
Middlesboroush “Pet Fee 11” Ord Feb 11 
es Sons, Fishpond, Glos, Plasterer Bristol Pet Feb 


Fraxcis, Sauvet Joux, Widnes, zeit, Fishmonger 
Li Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 1 
Goopees, ber | puntingiey, testi Dentist Leeds 
6 Pet eb 13 Dept Nts Sea 13 
008 OuN, e, Lincs, Millwright ito 
Feb 11 Grd Feb 11 cee Pi agar Mig 


Gutmayxy, AvGustus, Wood 
Court Pet Feb14 Ord Feb i 








Btockt } 
nt eb lL | MacAnrau R, ya Dowatp Titstox, Dees, | a in Holy 


st, , Watchouseman High | 


oe poy York, Milk Dealer York Pet Feb 15 
re 
Hazxii, Gzorce James, Thorpe St Andrew, ~ tome Car- 
penter Norwich Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 1 
Hopason, Joux Freperick, the tad § Willesden 
=. Corn Dealer High Court Pet Feb 14 Ord 
| 
Hucentonier, Utricn, Hammersmith rd, Baker High 
Court Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 
Hype, Epwarp, Kingston upon Hull Builder Kingston 
upon Hull Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 13 
Jones, Jounx, Hatton, Derbyshire, Cab Proprietor Burton 
on Trent Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 
Ketway, Epwin Jonny, Ashford, Kent, Grocer Canter- 
bury Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 
Knicut-Bruce, James Comyn Lewis, Leadenhall bidgs, 
Leadenhall st, General Merchant High Court Pet 
Dec 21 Ord Feb 15 
Ky | Groroe, Tufnell Park rd, Commercial Traveller 
| h Court Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 
tae oun Henry, Guildford, Surrey, Licensed Victualler 
Guildford Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 
Lance, James Josern,, Cutcombe, Somerset, Clerk in Holy 
| _ Order Taunton Pet Feb 14’ Ord Feb 14 
LarranaGa, Luis, Fenchurch st, Peruvian Trading Agent 
High Court Pet Nov17 Ord ag 7 
| Lerontrox, WitL1AM James, , Licensed Victualler 
Canterbury Pet Feb14 0: rey 14 
Lopez, Apranam, Salford, Cart Sheet Maker Salford 
Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13° 
eas pt & Aldermanbury High Court Pet Jan 
0 Feb 








Orders Croydon Pet Feb 11 

Miunerton, Eowarp Lewis, and Fn wk Wirssan GrorGcEe 
MitzrxaTox, M Maidenhead, Builders Windsor Pet Feb 
1 > 

aoe es | Durham, Hairdresser Durham Pet Feb 14 


Oates, Artuur, Southowram gee, Stone Merchant 
Halif: 


ax. Pet Feb 13, Ord Feb 
Parker, Freperickx, Hinckley, Leics, Boot Manufacturer 


Leicester Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 





Porter, ny Seen gE, Saxlingham, Wetergate, Norfolk, 
Farmer Norwich Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 1 

Ripvewt, Rosert N, Ostende, Belgium, Gent ‘aes Court 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Feb 15 é 

Rogers, Wittiam, Aston, nr Birmingham, Draper 
Birmingham Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 15 

Sitis, James, and Joun Georce Sitxs, Langiiborengh, 
Builders Leicester Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 1 

Sairn, James Agruur, and Atrrep BenxJsamin Riis Gt 
Grims' Fea urnishers GtGrimsby Pet Feb 4 
Ord Fe 

Sara, ' A ew. Lines, Farmer Boston Pet 
Feb 13 Ord Feb 

Sprvuves, James end Portobello rd, Notting hill, late 
Butcher h Court Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 14 

—_ Tom, New , Berks, Tailor Newbury Pet Feb 


Ord Feb 13 
aus tor, G D, Finsbury pavement, eats house Broker 
h Court Pet Jan23 Ord Feb 1 


Hig! 
Taytor, Tuomas Frepericx, Wigan, Painter Wigan Pet 
Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 
Taytor, Wausas Nottingham, late 7 Victualler 
Notti bet Feb 14 Ord Feb 1 
TiLsvry, ol. Failswo: Lancs, * vineral Water 
Manufacturer Oldham Pet Feb 13° Ord Feb 13 
Wages Wituiam, Kiddington, Oxon, Grocer Oxford 
Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 
Wouben Henry Epwarp, North villas, Camden sq, Bet- 
Commission Agent High Court PetFeb 14 Ord 


Feb 14 

Warner, Joun Tuomas, Kings upon Hull, Grocer’s 
fonmens Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb 15 Ord 
‘eb 15 


Wess, Jonn Avoustus, Stroud, Glos, Milkseller Glou- 
cester Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 
Wuiryey, Joun Taomas, Burton eene N awe - 
Northampton Pet Feb il Ord 
Wegiane ctor "Bangor Pet Feb 1’ Ord F chair, 
e 
Wiiiams, Ricnarp, Penrhos, 


‘armer 
Feb14 Ord Feb 14 


i yen tie 
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FIRST MEETINGS. 


Au.cock, Joux, Nottingham, Book-keeper Feb 24 at 11 
Off Rec, St. Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

ARMITAGE, Wituis, Bradford, Joiner Feb 27 at 11.30 Off 
Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 


Cocxsuott, Grorce Witi1am, Birmingham, Coal Mer- 
chant Mar lat12 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 
CouLpw re Evmuyp, Sheffield, Basket oe 
Mar 1 at 10.30 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Davies, Jouy, Llanelly, Carmarthenshire, late Fruiterer 
Feb 25 at 11 Otf Rec, 11, Quay st, Carmarthen 

Davis, Frepenick, Bedford, Dealer in Hardware Feb 27 
at a ~~ Ree, 8t Paul's My eo 

Dares, oun Lex, Nottingham, Druggist’s Manager Feb 
24at12 Off Rec, 8t Peter’s Church walk, Notiingham 

Denver, Henry Tuom = _ Liverpool, Licensed Victualler 
Feb 27 at 2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Duruam, Cuares, Kingston upon Thames, Mineral Water 
Manufacturer Feb 24 at 11.30 24, Railway approach, 
London Bridge 

Emery, Juuta, a Eutty Emery, Leicester, Stationers Feb 
28 at 12. 30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Fis. — —_ onds, Glos, Plasterer Mariatil Off 

mbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Seam, Bank cha Tuomas, Harrow rd, Gent Feb 24 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

FvuLuer, ig et Bradford, Seedsman Feb 27 at 11 Off 

1, Manor row, Bradfo rd 

Grineaetna Epwts, Sheffield, Joiner Mar 1at12 Off 
Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Gover, Caartes, Bourn, Lincs, Farmer Mar 3 at 12 30 
An Hotel, Bourn 

GoLpsworTaHy, Joux, Bristol, Box Manufacturer Mar 1 
at 12.40 Off Ree, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Goove, Joun Bexsamry, Ashby Parva, nr Lutterworth, 
oe Farmer Feb 27 at 12 Off Ree, 34, Friar lane, 


Goose, Joun, Dogdyke, Lincs, Millwright Mar 9 at 12 
Off Rec, 48, High st, Boston 

Gray, Coun Camp péi., Sutherland avenue, of no occups- 
tion Feb 24 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hawks, Ropert, Acomb, Yorks, heelwright Feb 27 at 
11.30 O 5 ork 

Haw, Be York, Milk Deakr Feb 28 at 12.30 Off 

or 

Hespex, Joun, Doncaster, Fish Salesman Mar 1 a t11.30 
Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Hiscoz, Arruur, Leeds, Architect Feb 24, at 11 Off 
Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Ho.iitoway, Freperick Wittiam, Sutton, Macclesfield, 
Provision Dealer Feb 28 at 11 Off Rec, 23, King 
Edward st, Macclesfield 

Hvuaeorxss, W H, Dorset rd, South Lambeth, Vinegar 
Merchant Feb 24, at 12 ‘Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Jott, WALTER Freperic x, Bristol,Jeweller Mar 1 at 12 
Off Rec, ik chmbrs, Cora st, "Bristol 

Ketway, Epwix Jouy, Ashford, Kent, Grocer Feb 25 at 
11.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Lincoln’ s inn 

Leicutoy, Wittiam James, Ma ¥ ~~ dieeerml 
Feb 25 at 10.30 Bankruptcy b ~d Carey st 

Massey, Wittiam, Millmeece, nr Stone, Staffs, formerly 
Licensed Victualler Mar 9 at 11.30 Off Rec, 8t 
Martio’s pl, Stafford 

Mosk, Joun Wituiram, Handsworth, Staffs, Dairyman 
Marlatii 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Mvumrorp, Jouxs Henry, West Cowes, I W, Refreshment 
house Keeper Feb 25 at 11.30 Holyrood chmbrs, 
Newport, I W 

Newsman, Atrrep Witwiam, Great Yarmouth, Builder 
Feb 25 at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Oates, Antuvr, Southowram, nr Halifs ux, Stone Merchant 
March 1 at il Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Hulifax 

Owen, Rosert, Kirkdale, Liverpool, Team Owner Feb 
23at3 Off Reo, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Owens, Wituiam, Treorkey, Glam, Tailor Feb 24 at 12 
Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Parker, Freperick, Hinckley, Leics, Boot Manufacturer 
Feb 24at12 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 


Power, Pamir Eryxest Le Poer, Parkhurst Convict 
Prison, I. ws Convict Feb 25 at2 Holyrood chmbrs, 
Newport, I. 


Rus3£.1, eas Overtoy, Blackmoor st, Drury iane, 
Provision Merchant Feb 27 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

SHearp, a Wessrer, Dewsbury, Innkeeper Feb 
2tat3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Sivewick, Taomas "Rossox, Hovingham, Yorks, formerly 
Tailor Feb 24 at 11.30 Off Re:, 74, Newborough st, 
Scarborough 

Situs, James, and Joux Grorce S111, Loughborough, 

uilders Feb 24 at 3.30 Of Res, 34, Friar lane, 
Laleoster 

Surra, Frank Heynzy, Southsea, Commission Agent Feb 
28 at 3.30 Off Rec, Cambridge Junc, High st, Ports- 
mouth 

Sutra, Maipeys, Friskney, Lines, Farmer March 9 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 48, High st, Boston 

Sorer, Amy Janz, Southsea, Boarding house P. oprietress 
Feb 23 at4 Off Rec, Cambridge Junc, High st, Ports- 
mouth 

Sreruens, Faepericx Norra, Aston justa Birmingham, 
Builder Feb 28 ati1 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Taytor, Frepericx, Souths umpton, Cabinet Maker March 
2ati2 Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 

Taycor, Taomas Freperick, Wigan, Painter Feb 25 at 
10.30 16, Wood st, Bolton 

Vanpersyi, Purir, deceased, Gt Winchester st, late Mer- 
chant Feb 24 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Watt, Mark, Preston, nr Yeovil, Somerset, Grocer Feb 27 
at 1+ Off Ree, Salisbury 

Wa rers, Jouy Foarest, Queen’s rd, ewes, Engineer 
Feb 27 at 2. 30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Wess, Joun Avausrvs, Stroud, Glos, Milk Seller Feb 25 
at3 Off Ree, 15, King st, Gloucester 

Witsox, Witam Joser u, Oxford, Chemist Feb 25 at 
11.30 1, 8t Aldate’s, Oxford 

Wywyxy, Wititam, Hartshead, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler 

March latil Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 





ADJUDICATIONS. 
Roce, Poocer, Burnley, Taper Burnley Pet Febi4 Ord 


Burroy, Bexsaury, Gt Gonersby, 1 Milk Seller Not- 
tingham Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 1 

Cammett, Jane, Kingston upon ns ll, Lodging house 
Keeper Ki upon Hull Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 

Davies, Tuomas, Mountain Ash, Glam, Tailor Aberdare 
Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 15 

Dossox, Grorar, Gt pea, Shipwright Gt Grimsby 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 

Doxrorp, ALFRED, Sunderland, Gent Sunderland Pet 
Dec 19 Ord Feb 15 

Eason, Apsanam, Garston, Lancs, Provision Dealer 

Liverpool Pet Feb 8 Ord Feb 14 

Epvonpsoy, Joux Wi..1am, Stainomore, aman Inn- 
keeper Kendal Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 

Emery, Jutta, and Exity Emery, aioe Stationers 
Leicester Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 15 

Evans, Danret, Swansea, Ly Merchant's Agent 
Swansea Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 1 

Evans, Jouyx, Swansea, Currier ES Pet Jan 26 

rd Feb 15 


Fawsert, Teoma, Darlington, Greengrocer Stockton on 
Tees and Middlesborough Pet Feb1i Ord Feb 11 


Goopatt, Cuarirs, Headingley, Leeds, Dentist Leeds 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 

GreEenwoop, Tuomas, Halifax, Draper Halifax Pet Feb 
1l Ord Feb 13 

Hawks, Rosert, Acomb, nr York, Wheelwright York 
Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 

Haw, Rionarv, York, Milk Dealer York Pet Feb 14 
Ord Feb 15 

Haze.x, Grorce James, Thorpe St Andrew, ere, Car- 
penter Norwich PetJan28 Ord Feb 1 

Hopesox, Jous Frepericx, The Pav ad Willesden 
green, Corn Dealer High Court Pet Feb ‘14 Ord Feb 
14 


Hype, Eowarp, Kin m upon Hull, Builder Kingston 
upon Hull Pet Feb2 Oxd Feb 15 

Joxes, Jounx, Hatton, Derbyshire, Cab Proprietor Burton 
on Trent Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 

Larce, James Josern, Cutcombe, Somerset, Sem in Holy 

rders Taunton Pet Febi14 Ord Feb1 

Levensonson, Moszs, 4 vanes General 4 Wrexham 
Pet Jan3 Ord Feb 

Loves, ABRAHAM, Salford, Cart Sheet Muker Salford 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 1: 

Moyxs, Joux, Durham, | Durham Pet Feb 14 
Ord Feb i4 

Nicsotson, Ropert Fravycis, Leeds, Manufacturer Leeds 
Pet Jan7 Ord Feb 15 

Parker, Frevericx, Hinckley, I eics, Boot Manufacturer 
Leicester Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 

aie Deer Hareisox, Mountnessing, Essex, Farmer 

elmsford Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 14 

ecm Exvisua Georce a vee Nor- 
folk, Farmer Norwich Pet Feb 11 Ord Fe 

Situs, James, ani Joun Georce Sits, + dod 

uilders Leicester Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 1 

Smita, Maipens, ele Lines, Farmer ’ Pet 
Feb13 Ord Feb 1: 

Srruces, James Race Portobello rd, Notting am, late 
Butcher High Court Pet Feb 14 ‘Ord Feb 1 

Sritt, Tom, Newbury, Berks, Tailor Newbury ‘pet Feb 
13 Ord Feb 13 

TAytor, Women, Nottingham, late Licensed Victualler 
Nottingham Pet Febi4 Ord Feb 14 

Tivnury, Wituram, Failsworth, Lancs, Mineral Water 
Manufacturer Oldham Pet Feb1l Ord Feb 15 

Warvner, Joun Tuomas, Kingston upon Hull, Grocor’s As- 


sistant Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15, 


Waryer, Hesry Eowanp, North villas, Camden sq, Let- 
ting Commission Agent High Court Pet Feb14 Ord 
eb 14 
Wess, Joun Aveustus, Stroud, Glos, Milk Seller Glou- 
cester Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 
Wituraus, Jouyx, Lianfairtalhaiara, Denbighshire, Car 
Proprietor Bangor Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 14 
Wixurams, Ricuarp, Penrhos, Lianrhychwyn, Carnarvon- 
ire, Farmer Portmadoc and Blaenau Festiniog Pet 
Feb13 Ord Feb 14 
Youestas, Josern Antuoyy, and Rosert Jouy Esswortn 
Desyey, Jeffrey’s sq, St. Mary axe, Merchants High 
Court Pet July18 Ord Feb 14 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Barres, CLark Mayuam, Bilsington, Kent, out of business 
Canterbury Adjud Nov 5, 1836 Annul Keb 6 


London Gazette—Turspay, Feb. 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Atiex, Rosert, Dowlais, Glam,  raarereaed Merthyr 
Tyafil Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 1 

Barnett, Ricuarv, Newgate st, Upholsterer’ 8 Ds baascrerte, ol 
man High Court Pet Feb1s Ord Feb 1 

Bevowa, Hersert Wittiam Rosert, hate Ang Wholesale 
Grocer Norwich Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 18 

Broav, James Tutsrry, Bristol, Solicitor Bristol Pet 
Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 

Brown, Gronrce, Loftus, Yorks, Boot Dealer Stockton 
on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 9 

CaLiow, WILu1aMm, — Derbyshire, Draper Derby 
Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 

Coavus, WitiiaM Warren, Ashford, Kent, Mineral 
bsg Manufacturer Canterbury Pet Feb 18 Ord 

‘eb 18 

Dano, ALFRED ey Vakingen, Sena, Draper 
Workington Feb17 Ord Feb 

Darvey, Atrrep eo High st, Delevave rd, Maier in 
H M's Army Brentford ag 5 =! ed Ord Feb 16 

Davies, Bexsamix, Blaennant, wys, Carmarthen- 
ng | Carmarthen vt E Feb18 Ord Feb 18 

Davies, Tuomas, Llandovery, Carmarthenshire, 
Victualler Carmarthen Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 








Day, 2 goes ar, Peake Sm, eet King’s Lynn Pet 
pa a. Ayn, Derby, Widow Derby Pet Feb 17 
Ord Feb 17 


Devorrriz.ip, Faeperick any By aime, Tote, ‘orks, Hide 
Merchant Feb 17 

Dixon, Aneuee Epwarp, Hay Dealer Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 | 

Dux, Bate Ton ats, a , nr Cardjff, Farmer 
Cardiff Feb 11 


Faatout, Passio stag ad vac ang Restaurant Keeper 
Eastbourne Pet Jan $1 Ord Feb 16 


Gray, Freverickx, Graveley, Herts, Butcher Luton Pet 
Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 
ei lo, Panoy, Ceaven Om, ter, om Builder High 


Pe « Faeperick, on, Uae, -— l Innkeeper Swindon 

Pet Fed 16 6 
on Tuomas , Bookkeeper Wrexham Pet 
b16 Ord Feb 16 


sbacten: Marraew <5 Leicester, Builder Leicester 


Pet Fed 18 Ord 

Laveutox, Groner, p Seantige, Glass Dealer Cambridge 
Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 

Marrixpare, W., pentage | mews North, Mon 
Horse Dealer High Court Pet Feb 1 Ord Feb 18 

Mays, Wiii1am Cass, Downham Market, Norfolk, Grocer 

ing’s Lynn Pet Febis Ord Feb 18 

Mirtrox, Wass, aan. Soasiahn, Cumbrid, 

Farmer pet Fee a Ord Feb 1 


Hong, Pe Eu acme: Be  Bousxo Merthyr Tydfil, Whsloue Tea 


sone 14 Ord Feb1 
Cue many, Juss ns Butcher Ips wish 


Outgnnsnaiy Ere x, Hognaston, Derbyshice, Farmer 
Der’ b 17 Ord Feb 17 
Onme, art ei Ni , Collier Nottingham 
Pet Feb 7 Ord Feb 17 
Merchant Newport, 


Putts, Epwix, Newport, Mons 
Mon Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16” 
Ports, Bek Blyth, Northumbrid, Hardwareman New- 
castle on Tyne Pet Feb 17 Ord’ Feb 17 
ectioner Scarborough 


Rasrixi, Aytoi0, &carborough, 
Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 

Rorgr, Samuet Crasxe, Bury St Edmunds, Manager of 
eg Stables Bury 8t unds Pet Feb16 Ord 

‘eb 16 

cma Witiiam Josera, t aaiaty Sailmaker Canterbury 
Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 1 . 

Sairn, Jane Ameia, and May pees, Chester, Fruiterers 
Chester Pet Jan27 Ord Feb 

Srernenxs, Ricnarp, Willand, ae Merchant Exeter 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Sroxes, Potty, Walsall, Licensed Victualler Waisall 
gg” ‘eb 14 ' Ord Feb 14 a aan? 

Srow, Tuomas, Mey org nr Su urys , Farmer 
Coletester Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 1 

Trevitaiox, Wittiam Heyer, Moriosto wn, Devon 
— Mason East Stonehouse Pet Feb 17 

eb 17 

Waistett, Gzorce Frepenicn, Little Wymondle roceiier, = 
Stevenage, Herts, Wheelwright Luton Pet Feb 18 
Ord Feb 18 


Wannixatox, Jonx, Ashborne, Derb aire, Carrier 
Burton on Trent Pet Feb 17 Ord Fe' 
Waa Grorce Epowarp, — = Aa Hull, late 
ey Merchant Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb17 Ord 
‘eb 17 
WItiiams, —— Jonxs, > mr Glam, Grocer 
Cardiff 


Pes a. Ord Feb 17 
, Essex, Pork Butcher 
“bet Feb if Orde Peb 17 
Wear om ag Bo, a, Leather Merchant 
Dewsbury Pet Feb 17 = 
Woon een Lucy, Bristol, Draper " pristol Pet Feb 18 
Ord Fe 





Va Pa 


ORDER DISCHARGING RECEIVING ORDER. 


Sanpers, Joun Bran, Prescot, Lancashire, Boot Dealer 
Liverpool Rec Ord Nov 11, 1892 Dis Reo Ord Feb 13 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Av.ixerox, ALBERT ae Peacock st, vemaete Butts, 
Builder Feb 28 at 2.30 Sesteeaioe SS bldgs, hey Sa 
Aires, Groner, 3 Pim + 8 ews- 


vendor Mar 3 at bldgs, Care: ee 
Bentiey, Jony, Burslem,’ Co ectioner Mar 3 at 11.15 
Off Rec, Newe: Lyme 
Binp, Taemee, Cockerton, nr Labourer Mar 1 
at3 Off Rec, 8 Albert rd, Middiesborough 


DOT ee ation Glam, Saddler Mar 2 at 12 

am saree Se A.LEs, Ifield * West Brompton, 

Brows, Jouy, Bhetield, 8 Silversmith blags Coney ot, Of 

Buryir, Matrruew, North Co Yorks, Farmer Mar 6 . 
at 11.80 Courthouse, Ni 


30 
Busroy, Bexzasie, Gb Gente jonerby, Lincs, Milk Seller Feb 28 
Off Rec, St Peter’s Uh 


at 12 urch walk, N 
Compens, Fame, on pon H Hull, ag AT Keeper 


> > Victoria - 
a Riesy Albert pl — rd, 


Carey st 
Onaren, Georae, ne a Glam, Baker March 2 at 11 
Coxerrorp, Gansta ‘ames, Gt Marlborough st, Clerk to 
ir re Feb 28at1 Bankruptcy 


anal + A 
~~ a aur le 


Hotel, Burlington 

D ALEXANDE “Pas tay ta Car a 
ae et AND . 

March 1 i130” Off Off Rec, Pink Pink ane: Newcastle on 


Tyne 
Du me es ‘. ~~] Farmer 
NN, saree ed enn eo nr Cardiff, 
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Evaxs, Jonx, Swansea, Currier Marchiat12 Off Rec, 
31, Alexandra nsea 
March 3 at 





wal 
Friepianver, Hewry, Fell st, ep weesign Agent 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 
Gaxpxer, James, Whitebirk, | A Blackburn 
March 8 at 1.30 County Court house, Blac lackbu 
Haatiey.Georce Hexry Avstis, Long lane, West t Smith- 
field, Manufacturer Feb 28 at2.80 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Hartiey, Waiter Kircuty, late of Leeds, late Woollen 
Merchant March 1 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


» St Andrew, Norfolk, Car- | 

Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

ol, Painter March 1 at 2.30 Off 
ton } 

Darlington, Refreshment house 

fe hiat3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middles- 


Jenxins, Daviv, Whitworth Inn, Aberdylais, Glam, | 
icensed Victualler Feb 28 at 2 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra 


Saearee 


eds 
Hazew.z, Georcr Janes, Tho: 
penter March 4 at 11 
Hotroyp, Frev, Blac! 
4, Chapel st, 


Insporsox, Frepenick, 
K 


wansea 
Joxrs, Joux, Hatton, Derbyshire, Cab Proprietor Feb 28 
2.80 Off Rec, ‘Bt James’s chmbrs, Derby 
saneae Grorae, Tufnell Park rd, Commercial Traveller 
Feb 28 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Lance, James Joseru, Cutcombe, Somerset, Clerk in Holy 
Orders Feb 28 at 12.30 Off Rec, 58, Hammet st, 
‘aunton 


pcx, AnranaM, Salford, Cart Sheet Maker 
Ogden’s rs, Bridge st, Manchester | 
Payye, who Covenier, Cork Cutter Feb 28at 12 Off 
Hertford st, Coventry 
pieaune Harnisox, Mountnessing, Essex, Farmer 
at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 


Feb 28 at 3 


Perry. 
Feb 23 


avenue 
Prituirs, Epwix, Newport, Mon, Merchant March 2 at 12 
Off Ree, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, Mon 
Porrenr, Exisua Gronar, Saxlingham, Nethergate, Norfolk, | 
Farmer March 4 at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Rusuron, Ronert Wurerer, Gt Grimsby, Smack Owner 
March 1 at 10.15 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 
Satuong, Hasis Antuowy, Furnival st, London, Professor 
of i March 2 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Carey s' | 
Sxortor, Vixcest Leonarp Humes, Victoria grove, Queen’s | 
te, Kensington Mar 3 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, | 


| Lavanton, Georce, Cambridge, Glass eal 


Sovurnon, Wiit1am, Birmingham, ay Dealer Mar 3 | 
at 11 23, Colmore row, Birmingha | 

Srauies, James Davin, Portobello ~ Notting Hill, late 
Butcher Mariati Bankruptcy Bldgs, Carey st 

Srepnens, Ricuarp, Willand, Devon, Merchant Mar 1 at 
10 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter IN 

Sven, Jouy, Shepperton rd, Southgate rd, Islington, | 
Licensed Victualler Mar 3 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, | 
Carey st 

TAyLor, "Waztsas, Nottingham, late Licensed Victualler 
Feb 28 at 11 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Not- | 


tingham 

Tuomas, Tnomas Owen, Beaufort, Breconshire, Grocer 
Mar2at3 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Waastarr, Wituiam, Kiddington, Oxon, Grocer 
at3 1, St. Aldate’s, Oxford 

Warner, Hexry Epwanp, North villas, Camden sq, 
Betting _ Agent Mari at2.30 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 


WELLS, ees Hiri, late Gt Portland st, 
Mar 10 at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Wituasms, Atrrep James, Nea th, Glam, 
tualler Fi 


Feb 28 


Financier 


Licensed Vic- 


eb 28 at 12 Off Rec, 31, Alexander rd, 


wansea 
Wuu1a4ms, Frayx Harowp, Cardiff, Solicitor Feb 28 at 3 
Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
Wiuasms, Jonx, Lianfairtalhaiarn, Denbighshire, Car 
Proprietor Mar1lati2 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 
Woop, Tux Hon Hexny Joun Lixviey, Hickleton, nr 
measter, late Lieutenant-Colonel in 12th Lancers 
Mar 3ati2 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


A.iex, poe, Dowlais, Glam, Watchmaker Merthyr 
et Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 
Bevixe, uaens Wituiam Roser, Norwich, Whole- 
le Grocer Norwich Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 18 
Browy, Georce, Loftus, Yorks, Boot Dealer Stockton on 
Tees and Middlesborough Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 9 
CaLLow rata, | — Derbyshire, Draper 
Pet Feb b 17 Feb 17 
ene Wiuiam owe ren, Ashford, Kent, Mineral Water 
ufacturer Canterbury Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 18 
Corrrent, Samver, Crakemarsh, nr Uttoxeter, Staffs, 
Farmer Burton on Trent Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 15 
Danp, Atrrep Epwarp, Workington, Cumbrid, Draper 
Workington Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 


Derby 





| Froox, Jony, Fishponds, Glos, for 


JONES, 


| Jones, Tuomas, Wrexham, Book Keeper 


| Kerrie, Marrnew Fang Leicester, Builder 


| Mays, Wirii1am Case, 





Blaennant, Lila api y) Carmarthen- 
shire, Labourer Carmarthen Pet Feb is Ord Feb 18 | 

Davies, Tuomas, Llandovery, Carmart e-F “yo 
Victualler Carmarthen Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 

Day, Josern, cs Lynn, Butcher King’s ce Pet | 
Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 } 

Day, Rd Axx, Derby, Widow Derby Pet Feb17 Ord 

eb 17 

De.perrie.D, Feeperick Witiiam, Welburn, Tork, Hide 
Merchant Scarborough Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 1 

Drxox, Atpert Epwarp, leeds, Hay Dealer emeastio on 
Tyne Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 17 | 

Duxy, Martiy, Ton yr Iwen, nan, nr Cardiff, Farmer | 
Cardiff Pet Feb11 Ord Fe 


‘hive IES, ‘Recta 


| 


Bristol Pet Feb | 

Ord Feb 18 

Samus. Jonny, 
Liverpool Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 18 

Gooss, Jou, Dogdyke, Lincs, Millwright Boston Pet 
Feb 11 Ord Feb 1 


13 


Francis, Widnes, Lancs, Fishmonger 


| Gray, Frepverick, Graveley, Herts, Butcher Luton Pet | 


Ord Feb 18 

Greey, Jonn, Putney, Surcey, Florist 
Sept 21 Ord Feb 15 

Haxrtiey, Georce Heyry Austin, Long lane, West Smith- 
-,  cmermeene High Court Pet Jan 26 Ord 

Te 

Hossac . ‘Arras, Gloucester pl, Portman sq, Artist High 

Court Pet Dec 13 Ord Feb 17 


Feb 17 
Wandsworth Pet 


| Hucenrosier, Utricn, Hammersmith rd, Baker High 


Court Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 18 


InaLepew, Ropixson, Willington Quay, Northumberland, 
— rman Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb 9 Ord 
Feb 15 
Jarvis, Frepericx, Uffington, Berks, Innkeeper Swindon 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 16 
Epwarp James, Cheapside, Accountant High Court 
Ord Feb 17 | 
Wrexham Pet | | 


Pet Jan 26 


Feb16 Ord Feb 16 
Ketway, Epwin Jouy, Aasiect, Kent, Grocer Canterbury | 


Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 1 
Leicester 
Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 18 
Kyezor, Grorce, Tufnell pk rd, Cusnenpelal Traveller | 
High Court Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 1 | 


| 
Cambridge | 
Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 
Marrry, Water Sanve.t, Elsham rd, Kensington, Com- 
pany Promoter High Court Pet Oct 24 Ord Feb 15 
Market, Norfolk, Grocer 
King’ sLynn Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 
Nasu, Eveene Bo.anp, Merthyr Tydfil, Wholesale Tea 
Dealer Merthyr Tydfil Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 14 
O.puam, Jonny, Ipswich, Pork Butcher Ipswich Pet Feb | 
15 Ord Feb 15 
OLLERENSHAW, Sakau Ayn, Heanesten, Derbyshire, Far- | 
mer Derby Pet Feb17 Ord Feb1 
Orme, Jou, Bulwell, Nottingham, Collier Nottingham | | 
Coventry od 


Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 
Accountant Exeter Pet 


Payne, ALFRED, Coventry, Cork Cutter 
Feb 14 Ord Feb 16 

Pearce, Epwin see Exeter, 
Jan9 Ord Feb 

Rau, Sternen ie Westbourne terr, Hyde park 
High Court Pet Oct 18 Ord Feb 15 

Raspixi, Anrosio, Scarborough, Confectioner Scarborough 
Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 

RocgRs, WititiAM, Aston, nr Birmingham, Draper 
mingham Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 17 

Rover, Samuet Craske, Bury St Edmunds, Manager of 
aig 2 Stables Bury St Edmunds Pet Febi16 Ord 

ed 

Satmone, Hasis Aytuoxy, Furnival st, Professor of Lan- 
guage High Court Pet Jan23 Ord Feb 17 | 

Snortox, Vixcest Leonarp Hvme, Victoria grove, 
Queen’s gate, Kensington High Court Pet Dec 31 
Ord Feb 17 

Simpson, WitLiAm Josgru, Dover, Sailmaker 
Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 18 

Srervens, Ricuarp, Willand, Devon, Merchant Exeter 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Taytor, Tuomas Frepericx, Wigan, Painter 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 15 

Tuorx, Henry, Honey lane Market, Cheemaite,  siaeenand 
Furrier High Court Pet Jan9 Ord Feb i 

TrevitTuick, Wituiam Hewry, Moricetown, Giniieaa 
— Mason East Stonehouse Pet Feb 17 Ord 

eb 17 

Wacstarr, Wittiam, Kiddington, Oxon, Grocer Oxford 
Pet Feb 14 , Ont Feb 17 

Warnixetoy, Jonx, Ashborne, Derbyshire, Carrier Bur- 
ton on Trent Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 

Wetts, Frepenricx, Killieser avenue, Streatham Hill, 
Auctioneer High Court Pet Jan27 Ord Feb 18 


Bir- | 


Canterbury 


Wigan 


L 


Ws 


Warrecau, Grorcs Eow ano, Kingston upon Hull, late Fish 
Merchant Kingston upon Hull et Feb 17 Ord 


Feb 17 
| Wr.xuxs, Joux, Walton on Thames, Licensed Victualler 
gston, Surrey Pet Feb 9 Ord Feb 15 
Wiuuiams, Tuomas Jones, Pontycymmer, Glam, Grocer 
Cardiff Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 
Wisuer, Joux, Great Wigboro p eee, Pork Butcher 
w "iene Pet Feb 16) Ord Feb Vin hi ‘Dini 
oop, Srpvey WortLey ographic Prin 
Liverpool Pet Feb 13 One Feb is 
| Woopcock, Epwarp, 2 Phoned 2 by Leather Merchant 
Dewsbury Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 17 
| The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of Feb. 17 
Eaton, Apranam, Garston, Lanes, Provision Dealer Liver- 
pool Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 14 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


| March 1.—Messrs. Rusuworta & Srevens, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 1 for 2 o’clock, Investments (see advertisement, 
this week, p- 4). 

March 2.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Crawrietp, at the 
Mart, Ec. at 2 o’clock, Reversion, 4 Policies, and 
Shares (se? ‘advertisement, this week, oe 

March 3.—Messrs. Baxer & Sows, at e Mart, E.C., at 2 

wen Freehold Ground Rents (see advertisement, this 
’ dei 4). 


au letters “intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 





| Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 


cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxnicrrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 288. Od. Volwmes bownd 
at the ofice—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law caly, 
5s. 6d. 


<a, 


AW PARTNERSHIP.—Solicitor in prac- 
tice nine years with ee a wishes to join 
old-established firm in London Ra nog active working 
Partner.—Address Law, at Horn mdon. 
{ ¥o .—Solicitor (aged 27, admitted 1889 
Conveyancing and General M ng Clerk 
ship ; moderate salary.—Z., care of Souschvente, § 7, Bed 
foi -row, W.c. 


TERLOW & SONS, Limited, London- 
wall, London, E.C., wish to Recommend to Country 
Solicitors a Conveyancing and General aneging — 13 
years’ experience in conveyanci 
Inland Revenue Suen, wenn 

iy W. 














28; 7 years — situation; salary £2 2s.— 
ze P., above address 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Abd MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


| To Her Pom the Lord Chancellor, the Lat ag of the 
nial bene, aia alld of London, & 


Appl 





ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





zs Tr. isa4as. 





THE GRESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


ST. MILDRED’S HOUSE, POULTRY, LONDON, E.C. 
WEST END BRANCH—2, WATERLOO PLACE, 8.W. 


ASSETS EXCEED ts 
TOTAL PAYMENTS UNDER POLICIES 9,972,000 
ANNUAL INCOME EXCEEDS $29,000 


62” THERE is NOTHING DESIRABLE in LIFE ASSURANCE which the SOCIETY does net FURNISH CHEAPLY, INTELLIGIBLY, and PROFITABLE. 
Policies Indisputable afte S XZ er 2°ss. 
Annuities of all kinds granted. Rates fixed on the most favourable terms. 


TNOMAS G. ACKLAND, F.1A., F.8.8., Actuary and Manager. 
JAMES H. SCOTT, Secretary. ay ne Ie Ee 





£4,702,000 














